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ROMIE MARK ALLEN CLODFELTER. Air Power and Limited War: An Analysis of the Air
mmn:tmnvo&?n&f;nm as Instruments of National Policy. (Under the
\A Clausewitzicn evalustion of the three American sir campaigns agsinst
North Vietnam (Rolling Thunder, March 1963--October 1968; Linebacker I, May--
October 1972; and Linebacker II, December 1972) reveals that they differed sig-
nificantly in their effectiveness as political instruments. Rolling Thunder contriduted
little towards President Lyndon Johnson's gosl of an independent, stable, non-
Commucrist South Vietaam. Limiting the sir campaign's effectiveness were: Johnson's
political controls on bombing, which stemmed from disparste objectives that restrained
the applicatun of military force; civilian leaders’ failure to agree on the campaign's
purpose; the air chiefs’ persistent belief that destruying vital industries would
uitimatoly destroy an enemy's capabiiity and will to fight; the reluctance of both
civilian and military Jeaders to target civilians; the guerrilla nature of the Southern
war prior to 1668, which produced minimal external logistical requirements for
Communist forces; the inefficient military management of the air war; and the
monsoons that hampered flying for si.. months each year.
President Richard Nixon's goal in Vietnam was an American withdrawal that
did not abandon the South to an imminent Communist takeover. His two Linebscker
campaigns holped achieve this objective. Nixon's bombing succeeded as a political tool

or

for a number of maons‘}{ his aims were more limited than Johnson's; his d:plomucr 4 ;
a

coups in Chins and the Soviet Union, combined with the continued departure ofd a

ton

American ground troops and the bistant aggression of North Vietnam's 1972 Easter -

Offensive, eliminated many of the political controls that had restrained Rolling .,

Thunder; the convantional nature of the Easter Offensive suited the tenets of American 7 ©9°8

Avail and,or
Speciul




strategic bombing doctrine; the development of “smert” bombs vastly improved
precision-bombin g capability; and the timing of the Northern assauit, which came just
prior to the maximum period of favorabdle flying weather.

Despite many air chiefs' claims that Linebaczer II vindicated their strategic
bombing doctrine, the examination of air power's efficacy in Vietnam provides no
concrete models for the future. Insead, the analysis demonstrates that air power's
political effectiveness varies according to many diverse elements; (o assume that &
specific formula for applying air power guaraatees success vould be folty.
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PREFACE

In all likelihood, my interest in sirategic bombing stems from my dad. He
told me countlsss times of walching the B-29s roll off the runway at Tinian, brought me
mode] kits of famous Worlid War Il bomters, and guaranteed that | saw such movies cs
"Twelve O Clock High"™ and “The War Lover.’ My interest intensified while I wasa cadot
st the Air Force Academy, and it remained strong when, as & First Lieutenant in 1980, |
wasassigned to Osxa, Air Base, Kores. My boss there was Msjor John R. Allen, & veteran
of three B-52 missiop: during the December 1972 "Linebacker II' bombing campaign
ageinst North Vietnam. i\len's recollections of his flights over Hanoi--remembrancos
that evoked pride, fear, exbilaration, and, above all, a prefound sense of despair--
previded the spark that resuited in this dissertation. He could not fathom why air
commanders conducted repetitious strikes during the campaign's first three days. He
also wondered why the or.eration suddenly ended instead of continuing untii the Noirth
Vietansmese surrendered. These questions demanded answers, and I set out to find them
by analyzing the entire 11-day effort. I scon discovered that I could not adegu~tely
sppraise Linebacker II without examining the previous air campaigns against North
Vielnam, because their conduct directly iufluenced the December bombings.
Ultimately, I fonnd thet Alleu's questions underscored the fundamental issue regarding
tkes employment of sir power: strategic bombing's ability to achieve aational political
goals.

Clausewitz's definition of war as "s continustion of political activity by other

3ans” provides the truest perspective for svaluating sir power's effactiveness; the
supreme test of bombing efficacy is its contribution to & nation's war aims. To date, no

study evaluates the entire air war agsinst North Vietnam from s Clausewitzian vantage
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point.! 1 have thersfore sitempted to produce such s work by anslyzing America's
thoes air cagiprigns against the North: Rolling Thunder (2 March 1965--31 Oclober
1968), Linebacker I (16 May--23 Octsber 1972), and Lincbecker II (18-29 December
1972). Since the United Stat=s’ sir canapaigns in World War 11 and Kores helped mold
the air power convictions of American civilian and military leaders in Vietnam, | have
placed the air war agsinst the North in its broadest historical seiting by brisily
analvzing thess previous offcnsives, as wall as the doctrinal tenets that emerged from
them.

While reeliziag that my findings are not “definitive” becanse my evidence is
not inclugive--many American sources on Vietnium remain classified, and AmericLn
historians do not enjoy access to the source thut would most clearly revea! bombing
sffectiveness, the acchives of the North Vietnamese Politburo--1 believe that to wait
until all evidence is available before 2valuating it would be a mistake. Enough
information is pressat to Zetermine many of the reasons why bombing feiled as o
politicsl tool for Lyndon Johnson, and why it succeeded for Richard Nixon. This is not to
impiy that Nixoa's bombing should serve as s blueprint for applying air power, nor

that Johnson's approaci to bombding should be avoided. Each man sought distinctive

| James Clay Thompson's Kolling Taunder: Understend: 2¢ Policy and Program Feilure
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, {980) uses Roiling Thunder a< 4 model
for determining the effects that bureaucraic organizations have on the formulation of
state policy. Robert L. Gallucci's Neither Peace nor “onor: The Politics of American
Military Policy in Viet-Nam (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Prese 197%)
sxamines how “policy momentum” during 1964 and earty 1965 led to the bombing of
North Vietnam, and how bureaucratic conflicts over Rolling Thunder influen ed the
sir campaign from 1963 to 1967. John Morrocco's two voiumes in Boston Publishing
Company's The Vietoam Experience series Thucder from Above (1984) sad Rain of Fire
(1985), contain rarrative histories of Rolling Thunder and Linebackers 1 aad II. The
Air Yar in Indochina (Boston: Beacon Press, 1972), written by Cornell University's Air
War Study Group and edited by Raphae! Littaver end Norman Uphoff, includes s concise
overview of Relling Thunder and an evalustion [ its effectiveness. William W.
Momyer's Air Power in Threo Wacs (Washington US Covernment Printing Office, 1978)
contains an operational analysis of Rolling Thunuor end both Linebackers, while James
R. McCarthy sad George B. Allison's Linebsckor 1I: A View from the Rock (Maxwel! Air
Force Base: Air War Coliege, 1979), provides a detailed narrative of the December 1972
campaige. The official Air Force history of the eir war against North Victnam has yet
to be published.

—r—y
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goels snd faced unique circumstances in Vietnam, and the combination of gims and
conditions diretly affected bombing efficacy. What i Sope amerges from this work is s
realizetion that conw\ _tioasl air powor's effectiveness ac a politice! instrymeni varies
according (o a number of factors: among them ace the political objectives pursued by
both sides &s woll as how each Lelligarent chooses Lo apply military force. Vietnam
provides no concrete models for affective bombing. above sll c2lse, the ccaflict
epitomizes Cisusewitz's notioa that war is s [luid process. Yet many of the slements that
influenced the sir campaigns against North Vietuam could reappear in future
American conflicts, and an swareness of these factors could benefit civilian and
militery leaders wrestling with prickly options of air power employment. As the April
1986 attack on Libys demonstrstes, the probability ie high that the United States will
Sontinue to rely on sir power as a political tool.

An uaderstanding of iwo additional points is essentis] before beginping the
text. First, 1 have isbelad American war aims as either “positive” or "negative”
objectives. My use of these terins differs somewhat from that of Clausewiiz, who spplies
them to military sims. He contends that & nation's positive goal is the destructior of
enemy forces, while its negative objective is “pure resistance . . . to frustrate the
spemy's inteations ? I employ the terms io desiribe & nation's political odjectives,
which in turn detertiipe its military gosls. In this werk, positive obje ctives are those
attainsble through the spplication of military force, while negative objectives are
achievable only by limiting the application of nililary power. For example, Pras.dent
Johnson's positive political goal in Vietnam wis sn independeat, stadle, non-
Communist South, and he also sought the negative aim of svoiding direct intervention
by the Chinese or Soviets. Clausewitz asserts ths. “s preporderantly acgstive policy
vill . . . retard the decision™ in war3 This opservation also fits my definition. i

2Car! von Clausewitz, 0n Wac, trans. and ed, Michae! Howard and Peter |, Paret
(Princeton. Princeton University Press, 1976), pp. 97-99.

3bid .. pp. 98-99.
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maintain that political controls on air power flow direcily from negative objectives,
snd that the respeciive emphasis given positive and negative sims cew affect air
power's political efTicacy.

Second, my focus on aow well air power complemented American political
objectives highlights the Air Force rrie in Vietaam. This emphasis is in no way an
aitempt to sligh.t the enormous efforts in the air campaigns by the Navy and Marines.
Ratker, ! am endeavoring to portrsy how the indelible stamp of Air Force strategic
bombing dectrine affected the air war against che North, and ho¥ doctrinal convictions
oxablished long hefore Vietnam colorud air commanders' perceptions of bombing

effectiveness.
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Mray people have contributed to the preparation of this dissertation.
Former Secretary of State Dean Rusk, former National Security Advisor Walt ¥. Rostow,
snd former State Departmeat Director of Vietnam Affsirs Paul M. Kattenburg sliowed
me 0 intesview them. Former Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara patiently
answered my questions concerning Rollieg Thunder nver the telephone. General John
W.Vogt, Jr. (USAF, Retirod) spent many hours with me discussing both Linebacker and
Rolling Thunder, and Lieutenant Genersl Joseph H. Moore (USAF, Retired) sent me &
Jotter answering my many questions sbout his rule in Rolling Thunder. Major John R.
Allen (USAF, Retired) not only acoviaed the intarest that grew into a dissertation but
slso provided me with many hours of recollections during interviews. Other Air Force
participants in the air war sgeinst North Vietnam who granted me interviews were:
Colonel Ctyde E. Bodenheixer, Colonel Robert D. Clarg, Colonel Charies Ferguson (USAF
Reserve), Licv'enant Colone! William Greenhalgh (Retired) and Major George
Thompson (Reti: 1). Major Jim Rash, (USAF, Retired) a veteran of three Linebacker 11
missions, responded o my request for infermation with a detailed letter. Major Fred
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Vaus (USMC, Rutired) sent me & thorough description of the Marine Corps' raids in the
Korsan Yar sgalnst hydroelectric power piacts. Captain Johan R. Scoggins, Jr. (USAF)
provided me with valuable information oa North Vielnam's resuppiy capability.

VWithout the assistance of the staffs at the Air Force Historici{ Research
Center and three Presidentia! Libraries, 1 could not have accomplished this work. Ms.
Jjudy Endicou, Mr. Pressiey Bickerstaff, Mrs. Margaret C. Claiborn. Mrs. Lyan 0. Gamms,
Dr. Jumes H. Kitchens, Mrs. Nors S. Bledioe and Mrs. Sarsh F. Rewlings, all of the Air
Force Historical Research Center at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alsbama, spent untold
hours fuililliug my requesis for obscure documents. At the Dwight D. Eisenhowver
Presidentisa! Library, Herbers Pankratz and Kathy Struss provided assisiance, whils at
the Harry S Truman Library Erwin Mueller, Niel Johnson, Elizabeth Safly. Anits
Heavener, snd especially Dennis Biiger eagerly responded to my many requests for
source material. Dr. David C. Humphrey, Shellyane Eickhoff, Linds Hanson, aad Naacy
Smith guided my research ai the Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, and Dr. Humphrey
has responded with alecrity to my subsequent requests by mail.

Atthe Office of Air Force History, Dr. Wayne Thompson, and at the US Army
Center for Military History. Colenel John Schlight (USAF, Ret) answered many
questions that I had concerning the air war against North Vietnam.

Lieutenant Cotonel Jimmie N. Murphy, Major John L. Hesse, and Mr. John
Corcoran of the Air Force Office for Security Review assured s limely return of
declassified notes that cided my research tremendousty.

The University of Alabama Press kindly permitted me to use material that
vill sppear in my chapter of The Dimensions of Modera Warfare: Vietaem, Central

Ame-ich. aad Nuclear Strategy, scheduled for publication in late 1987.
For critical commeris and suggestions, I am indebted to rany individuals.

The members of my oral e:amination comumittee, Professors James R. Leutze
(Chsirman), R. Don Riggiabotham, Michsel H. Hunt, Alex Roland, Peter F. Walker, and
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Samuel R. Villiamson, Jr., have furnished assistance throughout my graduaie studies.
In addition to the specific comments--both verbal and written--that they have provided
regarding the disseriation, my time with them in the classroom has immeasursbly
improved my capacity to reason. Coionel Dennis M. Drew, Director of the Air Power
Research Institute at the Air Force's Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and
Education (CADRE), and Lieutenant Colonel Price T. Biagham, aiso at CADRE. have been
most helpful in critiquing my chaplers, while Dr. Frank Futreli provided detailed
‘ comments on chapter one. My dad, the most meticulous proofreader I have sesa,
thoroughly reviswed the entire text. Without the special attention giver by two
individuals, however, I could not have completed this project to the best of my abdility.
Professors David MacIssac and Peter Maslowski--both of whom have known me for
many years snd have ireated me like a son--offered s multitude of constructive

criticisms after reading each chapter. They chided me when I needed it, praised me

wvhen they felt I deservad it, and provided me with encouragement when I fearcd the
cause was lost. They are the idesls whom I think of whenever | heac the term
“historian."
The support of friends also merits mention. Major Curt Bedke and Captain
Steve Petersen, classmates and confidants, reassured me throughout the research snd
writing. Don Vinslow of Lincoln, Nebraska, supported the work when it first begsn in
1982. I must also name my next-door ncighbor, Caroline grad Sherry Geles, who
literally saved chapter one when my computer threatened to erase it, and who never
once complained of hearing my printer at two o' clock in the morning.
Those who deserve the most credit are the three individuals whom I hold
‘ most dear: my psarents and my wife. VWithout the values that Mom and Ded have
instilled in me, I cannot imagine myself ever undertaking such sa effort; witaout
‘ Donna's ¢« .cdnual support, | cannot imagine myself satisfied with the result. During

* my two and 8 half years at Carolins, I have become more strongly convinced than ever
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that I am dinssed with the most vonderful parsats God created. Donna, meanvhile, has
far cxcosdct my Vision of the pesfect wife.

Finalty, ! wouid be remiss it ! did not thank Coeach Dean Smilk and the Tar
Beel Sasketdall teams of 19€<-83, 1985-8 »~d 1986-87. They did noi have to wvin a
nodenal champlonhip v prov'ie ample doses of inspiration and joy to an Air Force
caplain struggling to meet the demaads of academe.

R MAC

University of North Carolina at Chape! Hill
30 April 1967
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CHAPTER 1
FROM UNCONDITICNAL SURRENDER TO FLEXIBLE RESPONSE

Itis clear . . . that war is not & mere act of palicy but & true political
instrument, & rontinuation of political ectivity by other means. What
remains peculiar to war is simply the peculiar nature of it3 means. War
| in general, and the commander in any specific instance, is entitled to
l require thst the trend and dosigns of policy shall et be inconsistent
, with these means. That, of course, is no small demaad; but however much
| it may affect political aims in & given case, it will never do more thaa
| modify them. The politicel cbject is the goal, war is the mesns of
! reaching it, and means can never be considered in isolation from their
purpose.

Carl von Clausewits!

The military forces of the United States can perform their greatest and

most economical service in any form of interpationsl conflict by

compelling initistive in internationai affairs. =
Air Force Manual 1-2, I Decembor 19592
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The schievement of manned flight in 1903 sdded & row dimension to the
"political instrument” of war. Yet by 1918 the idea of "strategic” serial bombardment--
that aimed at s couniry’s war-making potent/s! rather thar at its deployed armed
forces--remained littie more than thecry. Following World War I men such as Giulio
Douhet, Hugh Trenchard, and Wiiliam "Biliy" Mitchel!l espoused the belief that bomber
sircrafl provided the best means to secure political objectives through military force.
Bombers, they argued, could desiroy not only the capability of an enemy to wsge war,
but also the enemy's will to fight. In the United States, strategic bombing proponents

ICar! voa Clausewitz, On War, trans. and od. Michae! Howard and Peier J. Paret
(Princeton: Princetcn University Press, 13976), p. 87.

2Air Force Manual 1-2, 1 Dacember 1959, p.5.

L———mwvmmumxu SLARER N TP TOS TP D W WU N PO T U UM U PO S M U P TP P L T T Kl P U PR T o PR W PR AN



2

stressed these concepts st Maxwell Field's Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS), which
trained msay of tae Second World War's air commanders3 While ACTS officers
emphasized sir power as & means to demolish a0 enemy's var-making potential, they
did not disregard the belief that bombing could destroy an enemy's naticnal wiii. They
contended that destroying a nation’s war-msaking cspability, through sttacks on its
economic “vital centers,” would disrupt its social faliric and lead to & collapse of morale.
Observed Lisuteasat Haywood Hansell in & 1936 ACTS lecture: “A nation's atlacking air
force wouid be at liberiy to proceed lirectly o the ultimate sim in war: overthrow of
the enemy will to resist through the destruction of those vital elements upon which
moders social life is dependent.”4 The ACTS viewed transportation, steel, iroa ere, snd
eleciric power facilities as the elements most essential to an industrial nation's
economic well-being, and hence, the most likely objectives for air attack 3

Te Americas air vheorists during ‘he interwar period, strategic bombing
offered the means to accomplish two interreisied objectives. First, by destroying an
eneny's capability and will to tesist, it could win & war indepeadeatly of armics and
navies. Second, because of its sbility to schieve an indepondent decision, stratagic
bemting provided s rationale for making the Air Corps & separste service from the

Army. The Army's air branch mede some strides towards autonomy between the world

Jits gradustes included, smoag others, future generals Carl A. Spastz, Frank M.
Andrewvs, Ira C. Eaker, CurtisE. LaMay, George £. Stratemeyer, Otto F. Weyland, and Hoyt
S. Vandenberg.

4See “The Aim in War," in the Hlyvood S. Has sell Papers, Box 20, USAF Academy
Library. Hanseil was most inflvential in the formatic 2 of Army Air Forces bembing
doctring, ss he wes one of four officers who developed AWPD-1, the plan that guided the

American air campaign sgainsi Germany.

5Rabert T.Finney, History of the Air Corps Tactical School (Maxwell Air Force Base, AL:
Air University, 1933), p. 32. See pp. 26-39 for a discussion of AC‘I‘S docmna.l
development, asvell as: Thomas H. Greer,

(Maxwell AFB: Air University, 1™55), pp. 14-122; 'csloyl“ Craven
and james L. Lue The Acmy Air Forces in World YWar 11, 7 vois. {Chicsgo: University of
Chicago Prass, 1948-1938). !: 17-71; 1. B. Holley, Jr., Jdeas and Weapons (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1953; reprint ed., 'ashington DC Ofme orAxr}‘orce ﬂmory 1983\

pp. 157474 deobert F. Fut.roll 9. f Bas
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wars: in 1926, it changed its name from the Air Service to the Air Corps and receivad
special representstion on the Army's Geueral Staff; in 1934, it esiablished a General
Beadquarters (GHQ) Air Force that directed all combat units snd stressed strategic
bombing «s the Air Corps’ primary miesion; in 1941, it became the Army Air Forces,
directed by & commander who served as Deputy Chier of Staff for Air. Boeing's 193)
prototype of ¢ four-eagine "hewvy” bomber (the X-B-17, which could also serve gs 8
passenger airplane) aed perfection of the Norden bombsight in that same yesr
provided the Air Corps with the tools to conduct precision raids ageinst essential
elements of an enemy's economy.

Straicgic bombing advocates sefused to procisim their perceived ability toc
loudly, however. They instead echoed Mitchell's earlier pronouncements that bombers
offered the bes: means of proiecting the United States sagainst invasion.  Most Army
officers viewed the Air Corps as a means of infantry support and had little faith that
strategic bombing could independently achieve vistory. For them, “tactical” bombing--
mission. “Air Forces constitute & highly mobile and powerful elemeat which . . .
conducts the opcmions for cerrying cut the Army mission ™ geclared the Army's 1933
reguis.ion governing Air Corps combat resporsibilities.” By retaining control of the
Air Corps, Army commanders falt thst they could guarantee that air pover remained
responsive to their needs. Strategic ombing proponeats chafed under the Army's

dominjon. "I am confident that no general thinks he cen control the Navy or no

6Ip 1931, aftsr 2 battle witha the Nuvy, the Air Corps received control of all lsnd-hased
a7istion involived in coss.al defense.

7US Army Training Regulgiion 440-13, "Employment of the Air Forces of the Army,” 15
October 1933, quoted in Finney, p. 34.
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admirsl thinks he caa operate sn army,” commented Air Service Captain Horace
Hickam, "dut scgae of them think they can operste aa sir force."8

World Wur Il gave American air leaders & chance to vindicate their faith in
slrategic air power, as they direcied huge armadas against Germany and Japan in
pursuit of “uaconditional surreader.” The perceived contribution of strategic bombing
to Allied victory was isr3ely respoiasible for the creation of the Air Force as s separate
service in 1947. Sirstegic bombing's effect on the war in Kores was less clesr-cut. In
Kerea, Air Force commacders employed air resources supporting limited political
obje.'tives that veacillated between the sim of South Korean independence and the
eliminstion of Communism from the Korean psninsuls. The differences in both the
political objectives and the military conduct of the two im.rs produced ambigucus
conclusions for those who analyzed the ¢ [ecliveness of strategic bombing. Military
chiefs iended to view Kores as an aberration. Asz result, the air doctrine developed in
the decsde after the struggle focused on glodal conflict and slighted limited war. While
civiiian snaivsis sew Korea as a modei for future wars, they did iittie to dissuede Air
Force commisaders from smphasizing large doses of air power as the cure for sli
militacy confroatations. The jerceived efTicacy of bombing as a political ool in World
War 1] and Kores, combined with Air Force doctrinal developmenis during the post-
Kores decade, significantly sffected how the United States employed ai. power during

the Viet. im War.

SQuoted in DeWitt S. Copp, A Few Great Captaias (Garden City, NJ: Doubleday and
Company, Inc., 1980), p. xv. For an analyeis of the Air Corps’ emphasis on strategic
bombing to achieve avtonomy. sce pp. 318-332.




HORLD WAR 11
WAR AIMS

President Franklin D. Roosevelt believed that the territorial
aggrandizements of both Germany and Japan during the 1930s posed direct thrests to
the security of the United States, its interests abroad, and the entire Western
hemisphere. Pearl Barbor, and Hitler's subsequent deciscation of war against the
United States, united American public opinion in the belief that total victory over the
Axis was an appropriste goal. Roosevelt had long held the conviction that ncthing less
than complete conquast would ersse the hreat of futere militarism by Germany and
Japan, and he feit that the failure to crush the German regime in World War I spawned
the stab-in-the-back theory that facilitated Hitler's rise? The President's an-
nouncement, at the conclusion of the Casablanca Conference in Janvary 1943, of
“unconditional! surrender” as the Ailied war aim accomplished & twofold purpose: it
reveaied to the Axis that the Aagio-Americans wouid not negotiste a settiement prior to
the total defzat of the Axis powers, and it sssuted the Soviets and Chinese thai the
Anglo-Americans intended to crush the eaemy. Roosevelt, Winst 1 Churchill, aad
Joseph Stalin reaffirmed the unconditional surrender idea in a joint declaration st
Yaita 10

Unconditional surrender was the corasrsione forming America’s “positive”
political objective during World War II. Tae objective was “positive” in that its

schievement compelled the spplication of military forc2; no "negative” objectives

9Rsymond G. 0'Connor, Dig Y ry:FDR jonsl Surrender (New
York: W. W. Norton and Compmy Inc 1971) p 3: Bemnrd Brodne anﬁ
(New York: MacMillan Publishing Company, Inc., 1973), 9. 39.
190° Connor, pp. 49-30; Robert Dallek, Fragkiin D, Roosevelt and
Policy. 1932-1945 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979); Gaddis Smith,
(Nev York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1963), p.
Waged and the Peace They

33. Herbert Feis,
Sought (Princeton: Princeton University Press 1957, 1967), p. 357.
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limited the employment of military power.!! The policy remained the Allied goal
throughout America's pacticipation in the war. It committed the Allies not only to
military subjugation of the Axis, but also to a restructuring of the political institutious
of Germaay, Italy, snd Japan. in the view of Allied leaders, the political revamping
conzid not occur until the Axis’ military mechines suffered compiete defest.

Military cooperation between the Soviets and the Anglo-Americans
promised the hest method of maintaining an alliance whose members had different
thoughts regsrding postwar German political structure. To assure that the Russians
and British survived the Cerman onslaught, Roosevelt committed the Uaited States to 2
siralagy of "Germany first.” The American and British Chiefs of Staff confirmed this
policy, along with the premise of unconditional surrender, at the Arcadis Conference
in January 1942

One yesr later, at Casablanca, the Combined Chiefs of Staff sanounced the

| start of a "round-the-clock™ Anglo-American bomber offensive as an integral part of
the total effort to subjugate Germany.

BOMBING OBJECTIVES

Roosevelt's emphasis on sircraft production combined with Air Corps
planning to psod: ce £ bombing strategy focusing on mass and precision. The President

believed that air power offered the chance to employ overwhelming force (o obisin

i unconditional surrender in minimum time, snd he placed a high priority on the |
| public's desire to end the war quickly and bring American troops back home. In :
addition, both Roosevelt and Secretary of War Henry Stimson initialty felt bombing |
would demonstr:ie the seriousness of the American war effort to Russia end Chins at a
small cost in manpower and moneiary expenditures. Air Corps planners, prior to

Roosevelt's production increases, had developed an air strategy strassing detailed target

IFor a discussion of positive and negative objectives, see Preface, pp. viii-ix.

|
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selection and precision bombing. With the additional sircraft provided by Roasevelt,
the foundations o the stratcgy set the tone for AWPD-1, the air plan completed in
August 1941 thai guided the American bombing camypaign ageinst Germany 12

Designcd to facilitate--cr make unnecessary--the iavasion of Europe, AWPD-
1 aimod at crippling German var-making cepability throagh attact: on esseni’sal
indusirial complexes. Moreover, by emphasizing straiegic, rather than tactical,
employment of air power, the air planners sought to demonsirate the bomber's unique
ability to strike deep behind the battie line--a mission vhat couid, they helieved, lead to
tir force autonromy. The p'anners s¢ cted 154 targets and divided them into fonur
groups: the German elecirical power system, transporistion system, cil and petrcleum
indusiry, and air defense system.13 At the Casablanca Coafersnre, destrurtion of the
capability, aad will, of the German nation io resist became the snnounced gods of the
Combined Bomber Offensive (CBO). The Americans, theough “precision™ dayflight
attacks, gesred their portion of the sssauit against the German war-making capsbilty
while the British designed their nighttime ares raids to have maximum effect on the
morale of industrial workers. Because of British merchant shipping losses and German
air superiority over the coptinent, the Combined Chiefs changed specific target

prioritics at Casablancs to make submarine cons: ruction yards and the Germsa sircraft

128¢¢ William Emerson, "Franklin Roosevelt as Commsander-in-Chief in World War i1.”
Military Affairs 12 (Winter 1958-1959): 204-207, and David Maclsaac, Strategic Bombing
in ¥orld War [l (New York: Garland Publishing Company, 1976), p. 107;R. J. Overy. The
A;Ju_lmﬂﬁ (New York: Stein and Day, 1980), pp. 134-133; David MacIsaac, gen.

ed.. The Upi (herein referred to as USSES), 10 vols.
(New York: Gariand Publishing Company, 1976), Vol. 1: pp. x-xi. The acronym "AWPD"
resulted from the name of the office that developed the document, the Air War Plans
Division of the Army Air Staff. For a thorough look st AYPD-1's evciution, see Haywood
Haasell's The Air Plan that Defeated Hitfer (Atiania: qums—McArthur/Longmo and
Porter, 1972), and lames C. Gsston,

Vavs in 1941 (Washington: National Defense University Preos, 1982)

13Maclsaac, Stretegic Bombing, pp. 12-13; Maclsasc, USSBS, 1: x; DeWitt S. Copp, "The
Pioneer Plan for Air War,” Air Force October 1982, pp. 76-77; Barry D. Watts, The
Foundations of US Air Doctrino (Maxwell AFB: Air University, 1984), pp. 17-26; Craven
and Cate, 1: 131-130,597-611; Fuirell, 104-116; Robert L. Gallucci, Neither Peace nor
Honor: The Politics of American Military Policy ip Viet-Nam (Baltimore: Johns Joekins
University Press, 1973), pp. 74-5.
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industry the two top objectives. In May 1943 the Luftwafle sssumed the aumber one
priority as an “intarmediste objective,” whick, if ant defeated, could prevent the CBO
from accompliching the requisite pre-invasion destruction 14

Not until cariy March 1944, alter the arrival of the P-51 Mustang, did the
Allied ais forces achieve gir superiority over the continent. In that monih Geaeral
Dwight D Eiseahower took control of the Anglo-American bomber force and directed it
against the transporiation aetwork of porthern France. Oil became the highest pri-
ority target on 8 June 1944,13 but Eisenhower re:ained control of the bomber [leets
until September 0 2eveat the Germans fro:1 meassing & cOUNlEraltacs agauus tae
invasion beachhead. General Cart A. Spaat”, Commander of the US Strategic Air Forces,
and Air Chiefl Marshai Arthur Harris, Commsnder of RAF Borbei' Coxxmsad, Legaa the
concerted effort against oil on 23 September, with rail and waterhorpe transporistion
systeras assuming second priority.

Although oil remained the dighest priority target for the durstion of the
Combined Bomber Offensive, ¢ 3° January 1943 directive assigned second priority to
. selected cities in eastern Germany “where heavy attack will cause great confusion in
civilisn evacustioz from the east and hamper reinforcements " 16 The Eighth Air Force
directed its Februtry raids on Bertin, Leipzig, and Dresden against militaiy-related
targets such as raiiroad mershalling yards. Yet the rargeis selocted were in close

proximity to residential areas. The German attack at the Ardennes in Decembder 1944

14Macisaac, Stestegic Bombing. p. 13.

13The receipt of 8 German message via ULTRA on 13 May 1944, the day following the
first large-scaie raid by the Eighth Air Force on German oil production centers,
influenced Spastz’'s decision to make oil the highest priority target. The message noted
that the Luftwaffe Operations Staff had ordered a massive transfer of fiak batteries
from the defenses of both the Eastern Front and aircraft production plants to the
emplacementes surrounding the refineries attacked. See U.S. Army Air Forcas, ULTRA

und the History of the United Staies Steategic Air Force in Europe vs, the German Alr
Force, ¢d. Paul L. Kesaris (Frederick, Md.: University Publications of America, 1980), p.
89.

18Craven aad Cate, 3: 725.
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shocked Lthe Ailied High Commaed and demonstirated that Germany still possessed Lhe
capabitity and will to resist. To facilitate ihe goal of unconditonal surrender, Amer-
ican air commacders ordered raids thai they .elieved would direculy sffect civilian
morale. Two days before the 3 February 1943 atteck on Berlin, Lieut:inant Genera!
James H. Dootiude, the Eighth Air Force Commander, wired Spaatz asking
Is Berlin still open to air attack? Do you want priority oil targets hit

in preference to Barlin if .oy dofinitely become visual? Do yov want

center of City in Berlin hit or definitely military targets, such as

Spandau, on the Western outskirts?!?
Spaalz's rapry wae terse. He ‘old Doolittle to ~hit 24, if visua! assured; ctherwise, Beriun--
center of City."!8 Cloud cover over the primary target forced Dooliltle’s sircrews to
bomb their secondary objective: government buildings in the heart of downtown
Berlin. The atteck killed 25.000 people. The Anglo-American assault tan days later
ageinct Dresden resulled in ths deaths of at least 35,000 civilians. 19 Despite Lieutansat
General Ira Esker's 1943 declaration, “We must never sllow the record of thic war
ceavict us of throwing the strategic domber at the man in the street,"20 by 1945 the
American raids on Germany resembied the RAF's arci altacks in their consequences.

In the Pacific, the onslaught of Major General Curtis E. LeMsay's B-29s
shatterco Eakor's oxpectctions As s lieutenant in the late 19303, LeMay served on the
staff of the GHQ Air Torce and tiew us a P-17 navigator, 2ad in Warid War II's Furopean
theater, he commanded tae 305th Bomd Group and lod the grualing mission against
Regensburg. Besore bis e rival in the Pacific, the Twentieth Air Force bombed Japan

ineffectively from Ciinyse deiss. The upit lav 2chad iis first raid (ros the M. rianas on

I7Message, Doolittie to 5,17, 1 Fobuaas ¥ “943, in Cart A. Spastz Pagers, box 23, Library
of Congress, Wachingtion, D.C.

181bid. Atthe bottor of Doolitile's message. Spaatz iy;od: "Repliod by telephone
conversation sad tol. Doslitile to hit oil if visual assured; otherwise, Berlin--center of
City. C.§"

19Fcr a0 examination of the Dresden attacks, see my “Culminstion Dresden: 1943"
Acrospace Historisn 26 (Fall 1979): 134-47.

20179 C.Faker and Arthur G. B. Metcalf, “Conversations with Albert Spoer,” Ajr Force,
April 1977, p.57.
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24 Novemaber 1944, Untii 9 March 1943, the primary objective of the Marianus-based XXI
Bomber Command was japanese aircraft production ead repair s iilies. The B-29s
flew raids against specific targets in much the same manner &8 did 2-17s and B-24s in
Europe. These attacks, designed to support the planaed invasion of Japan, produced
litle damage becsuse uf the dispers.i of the Japsnese sircrafi industcry and the
difficulty of bombing from very high altitudes. As a resuit, LeMay searched for s new
method by which to conduct stcategic bombdiag.

While the Japaness had dispersed many of their large indusiries, they relied
heavily on plants employing fewer than 230 workers for subcontracted parts aad
equipmeat. Sceitered thicughout the residential sections of maay Japsaese cities, the
smail plants accounted for 50 perceat of Tokyo's industria! output 2! Japasese cities also
contained ¢ iarge aumber of highly inflammadle wooden struvctures, sad much of the
American public sotight maximum retribution fer T arl Harbor.22 These combined
factors led LeMay to initiste the firebombing of Japan.

LeMav'e incondiary assault and the atamic raide thet followed revesied a new
emphasis in the sirategic campaign against Jenan--the direct destruction of the
eaemy's will to resist. American air leaders delieved that the loss of wai-making
capability would cause & corresponding loss of national morale, as & nsation's economic
collapse would trigger social chaos. With Japanese industry impervious to precision
raids, LeMay chose to target will directly. His low-level attacks against indusicy
clumped in residentisal districts produced tremendous civilian losses and fed him to
believe tast the fire assault would ultimately compel s Japanese surrender. President
Harry S Truman's decision to use thc atomic bomd revesled a similar comviction.

Truman believed that the bomb's effecte would be no worse tnan th2 resulis of LeMay's

2Macisaac, USSBS. 4: Summary Report (Pacific War) 1.

22john V. Dower, ¥a: without Mercy: Rece and Power in the Pecific War (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1986), pp. 38-41.
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fice raids and thet & Japancse capitvlation without invesion would seve an im=ense

number of Aft:. | ives.23
CONTROLS ON DBOMMBING

Botn Rooseveli and Trumsa firmly directed grand st=ategy, yet the absence
of negative poiitical objectives allcwed them %o give the Joint Chiefs an essentially free
rein in conducting combat cperations such as strategic bombing. Roosevelt frequently
overruled the Joint Chisfs on strategic mattcrs. Genersl Henry H. "Hap” Arncld, Com-
manding General of the Army Air Forcee, disagraod with the President’s 1942 decisions
to invade Nortb Africa and to give Gencral Douglss MacArthur addit'onal materiel
support. The air chiof perceived that both policies detracted from the aim of defeating
Germany first by transferring scarce bomber resources away from the Eighth Air
Force's buildup in England. Yei Arnold noted “that once the President of the United
Statesagreed on the general principles [of an operation], he relied upon his Chiefs of
StarT to carry them out--to make plans for the consummation of these genera! idess.”
Arnold deiogated broad authority to his subordinates LeMay and Spaatz. While Arnold
assisted LeMay in some target sslection, Spastz “operated with free haads.” The bulk of
command restraints on the Strategic Air Forces commsader stemmed from
Eisenhower 24

Despite their freedom from political controls, Army Air Forces commander;
faced numarous operational restrictions. In addition to the diversion of bombers and

crev members to other theaters, the arrivai of untrained airmen hampered the build

23Brodie, p. 35. o contrast to this “sccepted” view, Rufus E. Miles, Jr. makes s strong
case that Roosevelt's 1942 decision to develop the atomic bomb “carried with it the
implicit intent to use it as yoon as it became aveilable if it would shorten the war. There
ws no need to take 1nto account other considerations.” The premise that Hiroshima and
Nagasaki zverted hundreds of thousands of American deaths is, Miles contends, false.

See “Hiroshims.” International Security 10 (Fall 1983): 139-40.
29H. H. Arnold, Global Mission (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1949), pp. 278, 333, 49%;
Craven and Cate, $: 624.
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up of the Eighth Air ForceZ) The absence of s long-range fighter plagued he
American campsign against Germany throughout 1943. and following the disasirous
October mission to Schweinfurt General Faker prohibited further unescorted raids
against the Reich. Unafavorabie wesnther also resiricted the aii' campaigns in both
Europe and the Pacific. To maintain “mund-the-clock™ pressure on Germany, the Army
Air Forces commanders resorted to blind bombing techniques that provided results
similar to those achisved by the British ares offensive. In the Pacific, Japan remained
immune to strategic air attack untif the Americaas could secure bases within 1500 miles
of the home islands; prior to the conquest of ihe Marianas, B-29s could ant bomb Tokyo.

BOMBING RESULTS

Not until the latter stages of the war against both Germany and Japan did the
brunt of the Allied strategic bombing campaigns occur. The Anglo-American Bomber
Commands dropped 1,234,767 toas of bombs--over 60 percent of the total falling on Axis
Europe during the entire war--between July 1944 and April 1945. The Combined Bomb-
er Offensive killed 303,000 Germau civilisns, wounded 780,000, rendered 1,865,000
homeless, forced evacuation of 4,885,000, and deprived 20,000,000 of pubfic utilities. By
the third quarter of 1944, the campaign had tied down an estimated 4,500,000 worker's,
nearly 20 percent of the non-agricultural labor force, in sir raid-related activities.
Bombing had Gestroyed half the supply of all petroleum products by December 1944,
while reserves of avistion gasoline had fallen by 90 percent of their level when the oil
campaign began in May. The attack on transportation that began in September 1944
had, in five months, lessened the volume of railroad car loadings by 75 percent.26

27 Molden E. Smith, Jr., “The Strategic Bombing Debste: The Second World War and
Vietaam, .bmﬂ.oﬂamnmﬂmalz (1977) 180.

26Maclsasc, IJSSBS. 1: The Effe

Report (Eurooe). 37.
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B-29s dropped 147,000 tons of bombs on Japas during the whole of the
Pacific War, but only 7,180 toas fell prior to the first fire raid on Y March 19¢3.
Tweantieth Air Force conducted fire asseuits against 66 Japansese cities, killing 330,000
civilians and rendering 8,300,000 homeless. Productiou hours lost because of bombing
rose from 20 percent in 1944 Lo over 40 percent in July 1943, by which time indusirial
production had decliced to 33 percent of the Japanese wartime pesk 27
Destruction of the enemy's war-msking capsbility marked only one of the
goals of the Allisd bombding offensives; destruction of the enemy's will was an aim of
equal imporiance. Compiled by o ieam primarily of civilian researchers st the end of
World War II, The United States Strategic Bombing Survey (USSBS) concluded that the
bembing of Germany “did not stiffen [German)] morale *28 Yet it also revested that the
Germsn populace could vithstand the Allied air onsiaught: |
The mental reaction of the German people to air attack is significant.
| Under ruthless control they showed surprising resistance to the terror
| and hardships of repeated sir attack, to the destruction of their homes
’ snd belongings, and to the conditions under which they were reduced to
live. Their morale, their beliefs in ultimate victory or satisfactory
compromise, snd their confidence in their isaders deciined, bui they
‘ continued to work efficiently as long as the physical means of
production remainasd. The power of 4 police state over its people cannot
i be underestimated <9
i Ageinst the Japanese, LeMay's fire raids produced an increasing
i disenchantment with the war. When the incendiary sttacks began in March 1943, 19
|
| percent of the Japanese civil populace believed that Japan could not schieve victery;
just prior to the surrender in August the total had increased to 68 percent, of which

over ane-half of the individuals interviewed credited air attacks, other than the stomic

123.

28Maclsanc, USSBS, 4: The Effects of Steategic Bombing on German Morsle, 1.

i
|
271bid . 7: Summary Report (Pacific War), 16, 18-19; Craven snd Cate, 3: 734-5: Overy, p.
291bid .. 1: Overall Report (Europe), 108.

LR P PR MO R N ]
RO S i N N



14

reids, as the principal resson for their beliefs.30 By the time of Hiroshims, some
members of the Japansse Supreme War Council already ievored peace. The atomic
sitecks isduced the Emperor to interveae in the usual fuactioning of the Council to
sscure an armistice. Thus, coacluded the Survey, the atomic bembs “"did foreshorten
the war cnd expedite the peace 31

The Survey did not claim that stretogic bombing achieved viclory in either
the Eurcpean or Pacific theaters; however, it surmised that bad Allied armies not
overrun Germany ia i9%4), bombing would have hslted the nation's armament
production by May, resulting in the collapse of German resistauce a few months
ther=after. 32 Likewise, the Survey ssserted that “certainly prior to 31 December 1945,
Japan would have surrendered even if the stomic bombs had not been dropped, even if

Russia had pot entered the war, and even if no land invasion had been planned or
contemplsted "33 The Survey further ciaimed that the application of Allizd rir powar
in Furope was “decisive,” and implied the same in its summation of the Pacific War.
Still, in bot™ cases, the study viewed the coatribution of strategic bombiag sas
complementing tae efforts of ground and nuval forces.

In the lizger sense, the bombing campaigns compleuented the p. mary

AR W W EOR LT AR W B A A ATl

goal of uncoaditiona! surrender, accomplishing (his by a preponderance of effort
rathsr thaa through surgical precision. The Army Air Forces hammered both Ger-
many and Jopan, but use of the biudgeon rather than the repisr meshed with the
) purpos: of oblitersting the political, as well as military, soundstions of the Axis nations.
Bombing also supported the aim of achieving victory in the shortest time, facililaiin g i

the invazion of France and obvisting the invssion of Japan. In hastening

391bid . 7 Summary Report (Pacific Waz), 21. The Survey obtained these figures by

interviewing a cross-section of the Japanese civilian populace, includip g both urban
and rurel sectors and various sconomic and social ciasses.

31[bid . Japaa’s Strugale to Ead the War, 12.
321pid . 1: Qverall Report (Furope). 38.
331bid .. 7: Summacy Report (Pacific War) 26.

]
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unconditional surrander, the air offcnsives prevented untold Allied casuslties,
espocially regasrding the projected assault on Japan, although the sis campaigns
themseives were not cheap in either money or men. The cosis of sircraft production
and aircrew training absorbed a sigaificant chinnk of the War Department's budget,
and neariy 80,000 Amecican sirmen died in the skies over Europe.34

While the Combined Bomber Offensive uitimaiely wresked havoc on
Germany's war-making capacity, significant results did not sppear until the final
seven months of the campaign, when the buik of the tonnage dropped feil on the
Reich. Hitler had geared the Germsan economy for s shorlt war, and oaly after
Stalingrod aid Germsn factories begin the transition to maximum output. This
produciion 1ag hindered the effectiveness of the CBO during 1943. In the Pacific, the
American submarine flect's isolation of the Japanese home islands from needed raw
materisls enhanced the effectiveness of LeMay's incerdiary onslaught and further
demonstrated io the Japsnese populace the hopeless nsture of the war. Yet, despite the
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Emperos
sssert his suthor 7 to seek an armistice.

To Army Air Forces comamanders, ihe strategic bombing offensives
vindicated their belief that bombing would play s vilal role in securing victory.
General Spaatz, the US Air Force's lirst Chief of Staff, typified the thoughts of most
American gir leaders et the end of Worid Wer 11 when he commented: "We might have
woa the war in Europe without it [strategic bombing), but 1 very much doubt it.” 33 The
geaeral pointed o the achievement of air superiority aad a policy of continuous

pressure a8 the keys to success. LeMay spoke for many air commanders in the Paciiic

when he ciivred hix opinion on the effectiveness of the atomic bomb: "1 think it was

34Ronald H. Beiler, Thr Air War in Europe (Alexandris: Time-iife Books, 1979), p. 191.
S5USAT Oral History Interview of General Casc! A. Spasiz by Mr. Arthur Goldberg, 19 May
1963, on file al the Air Force Historical Research Conter (hersi  referred to s AFHRC),
Maxwell AFB, AL, file sumber K239.0512-795, p. 13.
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anticlimactic in that the verdict was aiready rendered 36 Army genersis, less cartain
of strategic bombing's impact, thought that tactical air power missions such as close
support ead battlefield interdiction made more significant contribulions to victory
than did the long-range attacks. Nevertheless, air chiefs viewed strategic bombing as
successfui, and hence a justification for Air Force autonomy.

While believing that conventional bombing had contributed gresily to
Allied victory, air leaders viewed the atomic bomb as the supreme wespon to com-
pler:2nt the ACTS concept of strategic air power. The bomb's destructive force made
real the possibility that & strategic assauit at the beginning of 2 conflict could decide
the struggle before the mobilization of armies or navies. The bomb provided further
rationale for service autonomy, as the Army Air Forces possessed the wespon's scle
means of delivery. The Air Force achieved independent status in 1947, and th2 service's
doctrine remaired siructured around ACTS tenets. Those principles guided air
strategists as they prapared for conflict wich the Soviet Union, which emerged ss
Americe’s primary threst in the postwar ers. Air pleaners continued (o stress sttacks
or. "essential” elements of an enemy's economy, aliaough they realized that atomic
raids would destroy far more than the intended irdustiial targets. Still, they refused to
terget cities as such and emphasized the effects of destroying an enemy's war-making
capability. Remarked Colonel Turner C. Rodgers, & member of the Air Staff"'s Research
and Development braach:

Success in & war of the future will depend more then ever before on the
industrial capacity and efficiency of the protagonists, therefore

destruction of the enemy's industrial capacily will coniribute most
toward reduction of his ability to wage war. This fact coupled with the

3¢éCurtis E. LoMay with MacKinlay Eantor, Mission with LeMsy (Garden City, N.Y :
Doutladey aad Company, Inc., 196%), p. 38.
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character of the atomic explosion leads to the conclusion that the tost
profitable target for the stomic bomb will be large industrial centers 37

Despite the air plsnners’ willingness to use stomic wesapons, both the
aumber of atomic bombs end of B-29s capable of delivering them limited the United
States’ shility to lsunch an alomic aseault prior to 1950. America's atomic stockpile
consisted of 2 borabs in 19<5,9 in 1946, 13 in 1947, 50 in 1948, and 250 in 1949.33 In late
1946, only 16 of 46 B-29s modified for stomic bombs during World War 11 were available
for combat missions, and none of the B-29s deployed to England during the Berlin
blockade were capable of carrying atomic weapons.39 As e result of this meager stomic
cagchility, most Air Forco war plans developed prior 1o the Xorean War siressed
conventional operstions ageinst Soviet indusirial targets 40

As an snalysis of conventional bombing, the USSBS offered insight for thos?
grappling with the prebiems of & projected aic campaign. Perhaps the Survay's most
significant delermiastion for the future spplication of American air power appeared
in the summation concerping thc effectivencss of strategic bombing sgainst the

Japanese:

Tho experience of the Pacific War supports the fiadings of the
Survey in Europe that heavy, sustained and accurate sitack against

37Report, "Siratogic Implications.” 3 February 1947, quotod in John T.Greenwood, “The
Emergence of the Postwar Strategic Air Force, 1945-1933," in Alfred F. Hurley and
Air Powor and Warfare: Procoedings o

Robert C.Ehrhart, eds., fthe Et
mmmmmmmﬂ (Washingtos.: Office of Air Force
History, 1979), p. 223. For an saalysic of Air Force organizational and doctrinal
dovelopments during the postwar era, see Perry McCoy Smith, The air Force Plans for
Poace 1943-19€3 (Baltimose: The Jotins Hozkins Press, 1970); Hermen S. Wolk, Planning
and Organizin g the Postwar Air Farce {Washington: Nffice of Air Force History, 1984),
and Fuirell, pp. 193-262.

38Rubert F. Futrell, "The Influence of the Air Power Concept on Air Ferce Planning,
1943-1962,° mﬂmyk Borovsfn ed MWMW
(Washington: Omco ol‘Au- l-‘orce muory 1986) p. 257

39Greenwood, op. 228, 237.

€0]bid.. pp. 228-29. For s thorough examination of the Air Force's deficioncies as an
atomic attack force during the sarly postwar period, see Harry R. Borowski, A Hollaw

Threst: Stratepic Air Power a:3d Containmeant before Kores (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood
Press, 1982).
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carefully seiected targe!s is required to produce decisive resuits when
altacking en enemy's sustaining resocurces. i. further supports the
findings in Germany that no nation can long survive the free
exploitation of air wespons over its homeland. For the future it is
sumporiant i o grasp the fact that enemy plsnes enjoying control of
the sky over one's head can be as disastrous to one's couniry as its
occupation by physical invasion 41

KOREA

WAR AIMS

Despite Secretary of State Dean Acheson's annsvacement in Januvary 1930
excluding Kores from the United States “defensive perimeter” in the Far East, President
Truman viewed the North Korean assauit in June as a threat to American national
interests an? committed military force to preserve the Southern government. The
forceful restoration of an independent, non-Communisi South Korea to its pre-invasion
territorial status was the United States’ positive polit’cal objective during the initial
four monihs of ihe Korean war. The President considered the North Korean aggression
part of s lerger Russian plar Jor world domination, sad he made suppart for South
Kores "s symbol of the strength and determination of the West 42 Yet Trumaon
committed American forces only to repel the North Korean attack, for while he
acknowiedged that “the Reds were probing for weakuesses in our armor,” he also
coaciuded that “we had to meet their thrust without getting embroiled in 8 world-wid:
war 43

The President's desire to avoid & world war was the principal negative
objective limiting the employment of American military power. To prevent such a

catastroohe, Trumean restricted the conflict to the Korean peninsuls and strove to

4IMaclsasc, USSBS, 7: Summary Roport (Pacific War), 28.

42Harry S Truman, Memoirs, vol. 2: Years of Trisl snd Hope (Garden City: Doubleday acd
Company, Inc., 1936}, p. 339.

43Ibid.. p. 337.
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forestall Soviet or Chinese intervention. Other negative objectives also restrained the
American military invoivement. (he President and his advisors contended that the
North Korean atteck was a feint to test the willingness of the Uniied States to confront
Communist aggression. They believed that the main Communist assauit would come in
Europe. The goal of preserving & pon-Communist Western Eurone sigaificantly
lessened the aumber of American troops sent to Korea.44 In sddition, Trumsn and his
counselors placed & premium on maintaining the integrity of the United Nations'
military effort. The British in particular feared that too much force in Kores could lead
to Soviet reprisals against Europe, and their celi for caution further restricted the
intensity of American combat participation. “Great Britain is our greatest ally,”
Acheson remerked. "We have 10 go just like pigeons--when one turns, the others do it
tn0. We have to fly wing to wving 43 |
Following the success of the Inchon invasion, Trumen revamped America's
positive political objective. On 27 September 1930 the President approved NSC 81/1,
which allowed General MscArthur “to conduct military operativns north of the 33th
paralie] to destroy North Korean forces 46 The United Nations supported Truman's
action. On 7 October the Geners: Assembly recommended that “sll appropriate steps be
taken to ensure conditions of stability throughout Kores,” and called for the creation of
& “unified, independent, and democratic government in the Sovereign State of

44The Army mobilized 2,834,000 mern and 20 divisions during the war. Eight Army
divisions cnd one Marine division served in Kores; the remainder served as & reserve
pool snd guarded against the expected Soviet thrust in Europe. See Russell F. Weigley,
History of the Upited States Army (New York: MacMillan Publishing Company, Inc.,
1967). p. 508.

43Interview of Dean Acheson by Messrs. Hillman, Noyes, and Heller, 18 February 1955,
Kanses City, MO, in Post-Presidential Files--"Memoirs” File, Harry S Truman Library,
Box |I.

46)Memorandum from Secretary of Defense George Marshall to President Trumaan, 27
September 1950, in Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: 1950
(herein cited asFR), Vol. 7: Kores (Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1982),
pp. 792-793.
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Xores."47 The positive goal of unifying Korea by military force was contingent upon
schieving the unchanged negstive objectives. Once the Chinese intervened in
November, Truman agsin modified the positive goal.

For the duration of Truman's presidency, the United States pursued the
positive objective of an independernit, non-Communist South Korea, with a northern
boundary suitable for defense and not substantially balow the 38th parallel 48 After
securing an scceptable position near the parallel in June 1931, the UN Command
entered into negotiations to achieve a military settlement based upon the battlefield
status quo. The President then added an additional posiiive goal: a settlement without

the forced repatriation of prisoners of war 49 Negative objectives remained the same,

\
| and the Chinese involvement heightened fears among Truman and his advisors that the
Russians might intervene as a result of the Sino-Soviet Defense Pact. Although he
| desired a rapid settlement, the President was uawilling to sacrifice military gains
' during the negotistions or use the talks to resolve Korean political issues. Having
committed the nation's prestige to the defense of South Korea, he demanded an
"honorsble” accord to achieve American political goals. 30

Truman's successor also insisted upon sa "honorable” agreement but
Dwight Eisenhower did not seek identical political objectives. While no difference
existed between the final positive aims desired by Truman and the positive goals sought
by Eisenhower, negative objectives varied greatly. In essence, Eisenhower had no
objectives that limited his willingness to apply military power. The Presideat did not

desire & world war or Soviet intervention in Kores; however, he was willing to risk

47UN Resvlution 376, 7 October 1950, Ibid.. p. 904.
48Truman, pp. 455-56.
491aterview of Dean Rusk by the suthor, Athens, Georgis, 15 July 1985.

50Truman wrote regerding the May 1952 proposal at Panmunjom to repatriste only
those prisoners who desired the exchange: "I had made it very clear that [ would not
agree to any trade of prisonars that might result in forcibly returning non-
Communists to Communist contrui. To have agreed would have been not only inhumane

and tragic but dishonorable as we!l.” See Truman, p. 462.
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both to ~:cure Americe's positive goals. In tae spring of 1933 Eisenhower decided that
he would have to lsunch a massive attack against Manchuria to compel the Communists
o "accede (0 2a aruistice in & reasonable time. . . . To keep the attack from becoming
overly costly,” he observed. “it was clear that we would have to use atomic wespons 31
In late May Secretary of State John Foster Dutles communicated this message to Indian
Prime Minister Jawaharial Nehru for relay to Chins. Eisenhower also sent this message
to Peking through Chinese officials at Panmunjom 32

The ‘general-turned-President had no misgivings about the civilian
casuslties that would result from sn atomic offensive. As de facto chief of the Anglo-
American bomber force following the Normandy invasion, Eisenhower had approved
Operation Thunderclap. & pian (o terror bomb & war-veary German civilian populace
w0 demanding surrender {rom the Nazi leadership. "Since conditions stated {for the
attack) are that military defeat is certain aad obvious,” he penciled in August 1944, "1
agree the project would be & good one. (We would no longer require bombing on
strictly rlitary targets.)"33 President Eisenhower veslized that s nuclear Thunderclap
in Maachuris "would have crested strong disrupting feelings between ourselves sand
ou u «8." Still, he thought that if the offensive was successful “the rifts so caused
could  time, be repaired."34 The President felt that the Chinese could do little in

3'Dwight: Eisenhower, The White House Years, vol. 1: Mandate for Change (Garden
City: Doubl.day and Company, 1963), pp. 179-180. The President stated in u 6 May
meetin: -~ the National Security Council that "we have got to consider the atomic bomb
as simply snother wespon in our arsensl.” See FR, 1932-94, Vol. 13: Kores. pt. 1, p. 977.

52Edward C. Keefer, “President Dwight D. Eisenhower aad the End of the Korean War,” |
Diplomatic History 10 (Sumamer 1986): 280. In 1963, Eisenhower told Army Geners! |
Andrew Goodpaster that “he had passed the word secretly to the Chinese at the time of |
Korea that 1f they failed io stop the war they wore liable to direct attack by us, |
including nuclear weapon sttack.” See "Meeting with Genersi Eissnhowver, 12 May
1963," Memorandum from Goodpaster to President Johnson, National Security Files,

Name File: President Eisenhower, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texss, Box 3.

33"Air Attack on German Civilian Morale,” 7 August 1944, White House Central Files,
Confidential Files--Subject Series, Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kanses,

Folder: “Operation Alert (1),” Box 47.
S4Fissnhower, p. 180.
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recponse 1o an atomic attack. Fe also believed that Stalin's death in March 1933 and the
confused state of Russisa lesdership minimized the chances of Soviet retaliation. “The
men in the Kremlin were still in the turmoil of the succession period,” he noted. “For
the moment, possibly, they were morc saxious about individusl survival and position
than about Soviet long-term policy aad foreign relstions.”3>

BOMBING OBJECTIVES

Just as American political objectives vacillated during the war, the results
sought by sirategic bombing to support those objectives changed as well. Until
MacArthur's success at Inchon, the Far East Air Forces (FEAF) attempted to stymie the
advance of the North Korean Army. Air commanders employed bombing as a toof to
wreck North Korean political xnd silitary institutions during the United Nations' affort
to unify the peninsuls. After the Chinese involvement, the FEAF again attempted to
stem the southern movement of Comamunist forces. Witk the beginning of negotiations
in Juae 1951 and the stabilization of a froat line, the FEAF became the UN's primary
force 1o use against the Communists. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Omar
Bradiey noted in November 1932 that air power “constitutes the most potent means, at
present available to the United Natioas Command, of maintaining the degree of military
pressure wvhich might impel the communists t¢ agres, finaily, to accepisble armistice
terms."56

The leaders of the newly-formed US Air Force relied on their training,
combat experience, and the dictates of the Commander-in-Chief, United Nations
Command [CINCUNC] to determine specific mission objectives. World War 11 had
demonstrated the need to obtain air supsriority, and the FEAF quicily destroyed the
North Korean Air Force. Until June 1952, the FEAF's mission sssignm:nis “revcaled the

331bid . p. 145.

56USAF Historical Study No. 127: The United States Air Force Uperstions in the Korsan
Conflict | July 1952-27 July 1933 (1 July 1936). AFHRC, file number 101-127,p.9.
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opinion that UNC [United Nations Command) ground forces were decisive."37 The FEAF
Commanders, Lisutenant General George E. Stratemeyer uatil June 1951, and General 0.
P. Veyland for the remainder of the war, reported directly to the CINCUNC. CINCUNC
MacArthur depended on the FEAF primarily for interdiction and close air support of
ground forces, the Air Force's principsl missions (along with maintaining air
superiority) during the war's first yeac. The FEAF also altacked the few industrial
complexes in North Korea with B-29¢, and by 3 October 1950 North Korean industry “was
parslyzed."38 MacArthur believed that the threat of bombing would keep the Chinese
out of the war. Should they decide to intervene, he remarked, "air power would destroy
them "9 After the Chinese assault, he gave Stratemeyer suthority to “destroy” the
North Korean cities of Pyongysag. Wonsao, Hamhung, and Hungnam 80 Stratemeyer
singled-out the North Korean capital for atiack, and B-29s bombed Pyongyang twice in
the first week of January 1931. For the duration of MacArthur's tenure as CINCUNC,
however, the FEAF devoted its primary sftorts to interdiction and the close air support.
Close air supnort and interdiction dominated FEAF mistione during the
command of MacArthur's sucressor, General Metthew Ridgway. In May 1951, the FEAF
began the first of two operstions known as "Stragle.” Culminating shortly cfter the
start of truce negotiatinns, Strangle | aimed et bringing Communist highway trafTic to
& standstill in the area between the 3%h paralici and the front lines. UN cominanders’

conviction that the Communists planned to use the negotiations as & respite to prepare

57Ibid.. p. 4.

38"Statement to the Press by Lt. Gen. Genrge E. Stratameyer, 3 Octobar 1950,” FranX E.
Lowe File, Harry S Truman | ibrary, Independence, MO, Box 247.

S9USAF Nral History Interview of Thomas K. Finiettur by Colonel Marvin Stanley,
Februzery 1967, AFHRC, fiie number K239.0312-760, p. 27. Finletter was Sscretary of the
Air Force during the Truman ers of the Korean War. In his inteiview with Stanley, he
emphesizad that MacArthur's siatement had appesred in a teleg-am to Washingion

followir.g Inchon.
6%George E. Steatemeyer Diary. entries for 23 and 31 December 1950, AFHRC, file
number 168.7018-16, Vo!. 3.
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for an cffensive led to the launching of Strangle 11 against the North Korean rail
system on 18 August 193161 The FFAF geared the campaign “io produce a slow
siranguisticn not necessarily of the enemy Army as such, bui rather on his power Lo
take the offsnsive "62 By depriving the Comamunists of an offensive capadility, Stran-
gle 1 sought to convince them that further fighting was fruitless, and that they should
therefere conclude o settiement.

Continved Communist intransigence at the peace talks led the FEAF staff to
reappraise the intardiction strategy. In April 1932 Colonel Richard L. Randolph and
Lieutenant Colonel Bep 1. Mayo produced a study calling for an "air pressure” campaign
gimed, like Sirangle II, at compelling the Communists to agree to an armistice.
Although supported by Weyland, the campaign was opposed by Ridgway, and not uatil
General Mark Clark replaced Ridgway as CINCUNC in May 1952 did Weyland receive
suthority to initiate the policy. Rather than referring to the air pressure strategy asa
radical shift from the ptevious interdiction efforts, air commanders termed the aev
operation a "shift ia emphasis” s0 &s "not to arouse further Army desire for increased
close support."63 Airceaft, serviceable airfields, and electric power facilities became
the priority targets of the FEAF. The first two cbjectives revealed the coatinued
oemphasis or maintaining air superiority, while the latter revealed the thrust of the
nev campaign--to iaflict maximom possible damsge on military-related facilities
perceived s essential to t\e civilian popuiace’s well-being. Brigadier General jacod
Smart, Weyland's deputy for operations, issued the following statement regarding the
purpose of the air pressure strategy:

S1USAF Study No. 127, p. 5.

62Hoyt S. Vandenberg, “Aii Power in the Korean War,” in The Impact of Air Power, ed.
Eugere M. Emae (Princeton: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1959), p. €03.Otio P.
Weyland's "The Air Campaign in Korea,” also in the Emme volume concurs with this

explanation of Strangie I1I's purposs. See p. 395.

63Headquarters FEAF, EEAF Operstions Policy Zores Mid-1952: An Addendum to the FEAF
Histories for that Yaer (March 1953), AFHRC, file number £72001, p. 4.
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Whenever possible, attacks will be scheduled against targeats of military
significance o situated that their destruction will have s deleterious
effect upon the morale of the civilian population actively cngaged in the
logistic support of enemy forces 84

While both the interdiction and air pressure strategies had the ultimate goal
of forcing the Communists to conclude negotiations on terms acceptable to the Uniled
Nations, the two strategies sought to achieve this by different designs. Interdiction
struck diroctiy at the enemy's capability to continue fighting und jndiractly et his will.
Air pressure attacked hoth objectives dicectly. Like LeMay's World War 11 fire raids, the
sir pressure strategy in Kores stemmel from s realizetion that bombing simed
specifically at the ¢nemy's war-making capabilily would not yield the desired results.
During the last week of June 1952, FEAF and naval aircraft attacked North Korea's
hydroslectric plants for the first time. Oa 11 July, over 1200 UNC aircraft struck
military targets in Pyongyang, which had not bsen bombed for almost a year 6
Despite the destruction caused by these raids, the Communist negotiators at Panmunjom
refused to compromise on the issue of prisoner relesse.

The air pressure campaign continued into the Eisenhower presidency as air
lead)rs seacrched for & way o inflict unacceptable damage on the Communist forces. In
iate March 1933, the FEAF's target intelligence chief proposed a series of raids against
the North Korean irrigation dam system to inundate and destroy the major portion of
the country's rice crop. He argued that successful attacks on the dams "would cause &
serious food shortage in North Korea which could sericusly hamper the overall war

effort in Norih Korea and possibly result in an economic slump of serious proportions

accompanied by & lowering of morale and possibly will to fight"56 Weyland was

64Quoted in Robert F.Futrell, The United States Air Force in Korea 1930-1933 (New York:
Duell, Sloan, and Pearce, 1961), p. 481.

651bid.. p. 482.
“"Annex to Minutes of the FEAF Formal Tauet Commitioe Meeting. 24 March 1953
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skeptical of both the “feasidility and desirability” of destroying the doms, and he
refused t spprove & systematic campaign sgainst them 67 Clark, howvever, believed that
& massive atlack against the dams would persuade the Communists lo conciude an
agreement. If directed to recess the armistice talks iadefinitely dbecause of Communist
intransigence, Clark notified the Joint Chiefs on 14 May that he would attack the 20
dams irrigating the rice fields in northwest Korea. The breaching of these dams would,
the general noled, "inundate sbout 422,000 acres of land, causing damage or destruction
of an estimated one quarter million tons of rice, thereby curtailing the enemy's abitity
to live off the land and aggravating & reported Chinese rice shortage and logistic
problem "68

The day before Clark's message, FEAF F-84s bombed the Toksan dam 20 miles
north of Pyongyang. Weyland reluctantly approved this raid, and the FEAF Formal
Target Commiuee had suggested on 12 May that “some mode of deception be utitized so
that the enemy will not interpret the attack on the dam as being directed toward a
program of subsequeni desiruciion of their rice crops."$® As a resuii, the FEAF
planners also targeted a rail bridge below the dam to give the impression that the
sttackers sought to destroy the rail line. The raid washed out five bridges and six miles
of railroad, in addition to flooding 27 miles of river valley. "Somewhat o my surprise,
[it] flooded . . . & hell of s lot of North Kores,” Weyland later commented.”0 The success
of the strike caused the FEAF Comamander to order sitacks against two sdditionsl dams =5
situated that their destruction would wash out the remaining rail line leading into

7" Minutes of the FEAI-‘ Formal Target Commmee Moet.ing 7 April 1953," FEAF Formal
AFHRC, file numaber
K720.151A.

68Mesange, Clark to JCS, 14 May 1953, FR, 1932-34 Vol. 15: Kores, pt. 1. p. 1022,
69 Minutas of the FEAF Formal Target Committee Meeoting, 12 May 1953." EEAF Formal
Iacget Commitiee Minutas, 12 May 1953, AFHRC, file number K720.151A.

70USAF Oral History Interview of General G.P. Weyland by Dr. james Hasdorff and
Brigadier General Noel Parrish, San Antonio, Texas, 19 November 1974, AFHRC, file
aumber K239.0312-213,p. 114.
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Pyongyeng. F-84s sttacked the Chasan dam on 13 and 16 May, and on 22 snd 29 May B-
293 bombed the Kuvongs 4am. The raids on Chasan breached their objective and csused
extensive flooding. but attacks on Kuwongs failed to destroy the dam because the
Communists lovered the reservoir's water level.

Emphasizing that he had "not authorized s program of flooding the North
Korean rice crop,” Weyland approved additional attacks on dams "as interdiction
targets.”7! Between 13 and 18 June, FEAF and Marine aircraft struck the Kusong aad
Toksaag dams, located northwest of the Communist communication center of Sinanju,
four times each. The raids severely weskened the two structures and compelied the
Communists to drain both reservoirs. The FEAF Commander stopped the atlacks on 20
June in favor of raids against airfields. Yet he was prepared to resume the dam sssaults.
Brigsdier General Don Z. Zimmerman, the FEAF's Deputy Commander for 1atelligence,
wrote on 8 July to uhe Air Force Chief of Intelligence in Wasningicn that other dams
"have been chosea and targeted for the purpose of inundsting the rail system. '
Zimmerman noted that Weyland had decided “to hoid in abeyance an overall attack plan
sgainst North Koresn dams pending the outcome of the present armistice
negotistions.”72 The truce signed 19 days later in Panmunjom eliminated the aeed for
further sirikes.

CONTROLS ON BOMBING

Despite the shift in target priorities that cheracterized the war's last year,
political controls stemming from negative objectives limited the air effort throughout

the conflict. Interdiction and armed reconnaissance totaled 47.7 percent of all combat

71"Minutes of the FEAF Formal Target Committee Meeting, 26 May 1933,” FEAF Formal
Iacget Commitiee Minutes, 26 Mav 1933 AFHRC, file aumber K720.151A.

72-pestruction of North Korean Irrigation Dams,” Letter from Brigadier General Don Z.
Zimmerman to the Director of Intelligence/HQ USAF, 8 July 1953, in fEAT Command

Report, June 1933, Yol. [IA. AFHRC, file aumber K720.02.
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sorties.”3 not onty becsuse the FEAF sttempted to halt two Communist invasions, but also
because it could not strike the source of Communist wvar-making capabilty. China was 2
sanctuary for troops, supplies, end airfields, and the north side of the Yulu bridges
could not b= bomved. Although the National!l Security Couuncil removed restraints on
flights ncar the Msachurian border once the air pressure camprign began,
restrictions on air opersiions within 12 miles of Soviet tecritory remained.’4 These
coptrols continued during the Eisenhower pregidency but would have disappesared once
the former genersl decided to lsunch his atomic offensive. Truman's negative
objectives, along with a limitcd supply of auclear weapons, preveanted him from
employing stomic devices in the Far Fast. Alarmed by the President's December 1950
declaration to use “every weapon” to blunt the Chinese offensive, British Prime
Minister Clement Atlee flew ic Washington., He received assurance that the United
States would use the atomic bomb only if UN forces faced annihilation. The British slso
berated the Truman administration for failing to consult with them prior 1o the June
1952 raids against the Yalu River hydroelectric plants. With the Prusideat's con-
currence, ic the fall of 1950 the Joint Chiefs had prohibited atiacks on the facilities,
and the restriction remained untii Clack requested jts removal in mid-june 1952. Tue
British outcry led the State Department to inform them prior to further aitacks near the
Soviet or Manchurian border.73 The British also established a liaison office in Geaersl
Clark's beadguartars to receive such information.

To officers who had fought the Second World War with virtually no political

guidelines on bombing, the White House comtrols often caused confusion. Upon

73Gregory A. Carter, Soqa Historicsl Notes on Air Interdiction ia Korea (September
1966), RAND Corporation Paper No. 3432, p. 6.

T4YSAF S Yy No. 127, p. 4. On 8 October 1950, two F-80s attacted a Soviet airfield near
Visdivost. »y misiske and caused heavy damage. The Scviets protested loudly, and both
Truman sny Eisenhower sought to assure that no such incidents would happen again.
SDepartment of State Memo from John M. Allison to Mr Matthews, 28 August 1952, in
Korean War Files--Department of State, Harry S Truman Library, Folder 42: Bombing of
North Korean Power Plants, Box 13.
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learning in December 1930 that he could not atiack military installstions in Mancauris,
Stratemeyer wrote Air Force Chief of Staff Hoyt S. Vandenherg. "When can we expect
basic decisiops which will orient us out he~¢e as to just what our missicn is now that
Chins is our enemy and just what instructions can I expect to receive so that [ can
inform my people?” the FEAF Commander asked 76 When the controls remained after
th+ beginning of negoliations, cne disenchanted FEAF officer termed the air policy:
"Don’t employ air power 30 the enemy will get mad and won't sign the acmistice."77
Many high-ranking officers understood that the Truman sdministration sought to
svoid s Third Worid War. Yet few vitwed war with the Soviets as s likely possibility. "1
know of not & single senior military commander of the United States forces in the Far
East--Army, Navy, or Air Force--who believed the USSR wouid enter war with the
United States because of say action ve might have taken relative to Red Chins
commented Admirel C. Turaer Joy. the chisf UNC negotistor at Panmuniom.n Geaeral
Nathaa F. Twining, who replaced Vandenberg as Chief of Staff in May 1933, concurred.
“We felt that [ettacking Manchuris) would never bring oa & war, and if it did, they [the
Soviets) couldn't pick a better time to jump ihe United States,” Twining remerked. "If
they wanted to go Lo war vith us, ve might have taken them vn then much easier than
we could any other time. And we never felt, in the military particularly, that it would’
bring on & war. They veren't ready to [fight). . . . They had a bad time in World Wer
1.-79

Not all contrels on the air war emanated from the White House; maay
stemmed from the theater commanders or the Joint Chiefs of Staff. After the Chinese

assault, the Joint Chiefs recommended to MacArthur thai he consider destroying the

765tratemeyer Diary. entry for 23 December 1930
TTUSAF Study No. 127, p. 5.

78Admiral C. Turner joy. How Commuanists Negotigte (Santa Monica: Fidelis Publications,
Iac., 1953, 1970), p. 176.

790rai History Interview of Nathan F. Twining by John T. Mason, Jr., 12 September 1967,
Ariington, VA Fisenhower Library, p. 196.
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Yalu River hydroelectric plcats if the enemy crossed the 38th parallel. Instzad of
requesting suthorily tc attack the plants, the general noted tha: “their preservation or
destruction is predominantly s political rather thae 2 mil{itary) matter.” He added: “The
reversal of this decision involves considerstions far dbeyond those of the immed! e)
tactical campaign in Korea."8° Like MacArthur, Ridgway als refused to bomb the ' 'y
power facilities. The I'NC Commander vetoed Weylasd's May 1952 proposal to atiack all
North Kozean hydroeiscicic plants, although with the exception of the Sui-ho plant on
the Yalu Ridgway had suthority to order the strikes. Clark tad no such misgivings.
When he ordered the strikes in june, he secured Truman's approval, through the Joint
Chicfs, to bomb the Sui-he plant &3 well 81 Tne Joint Chiefs snd Ridgway both restricted
attacks against Pyongyang. The JCS disapproved of attacking the Norih Korean capital
in the summer of 1951 becsuse "o singiec out Pyosgyang as the target for an all-out
strike during the time we are holding conferences might in the eyes of the world
appesr as ap attempt to break off muminl.icms."82 Ridgway sllowed Weyland to bomb
the city, but limited the areas open to attack 33 Weyland, however, was reluctant to raid
the irrigation dam system, despite 2is authority to do 30 al any time duriog Clask’s
tenure. Echoing Esker's "man in the street” statement, the FEAT Commander, who had

served as George Patton's tactical air chief, sanctiosied attacks only against those dams

30JCS message to CINCFE, 99713, 26 December 1950; CINCFE message to JCS, 52125, 27
December 1930 in Korean War File--Depertment of Defense, Harry S Truman Library,

Folder: Pertinant Papers on Korean Situation (Vol. I), Box i5.

81Futrell, USAF in Kores. p. 447. Commented Weyland: "I don't know why Ridgway
wouldn't let me do it [bomb the electric plants). He said, ‘'Oh, that would be politically
unacceptabie.” I said, ‘Oh crap,’ or words to that effect. Anyhow, we didn't. He was my
boss, und he wouldn't fet me do it. I seid, 'Well, the JCS has cleared it." He said, ‘'Well, the
time isn't right,’ or something. So Ridgway left and Mark Clark came in . .. . He [Clark]
said, ‘'Why those sre juicy targets. Why haven't you done it7 I said, Ridgway wouldn't
iet me.’ He said, 'Well, lot’s got about it.' 50 we clobbered them in very quick order.”
Weyland interviewy, 19 November 1974, pp. 107, 113.

82USAF Study No. 127, p. 5.
83Weviand interview, 19 November 1974, p. 112,
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vhich would, if breached, cause floodwaliers to wipe out North EKorean lines of
commuaication.

Neither Stratemyer nor Weyland controlled the eatirs air effort against
North Kores, and the lack of command unity obstructed air operetions. Navy, Msrine,
and allied air forces (notably, from Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa) flew
against the North as did the FEAF. While a Formal Target Committee met biweekly to
select targets for FEAF's two components, Fifth Air Force and Bomber Conmand, the Air
Force made littie offort to coordinate with the Navy's Seventh Fleet, which operated in
the Sea of Japan. After the FEAF Commander approved target recommendaiions, the
ccmmittee notified Seventh Fleet Headquarters of the selections. The Seventh Fleet
Commander alse direrted that naval air chiefs give the FEAF eadvance notice of
independently plansied air strikes. This “coordination by murual agreemeat” did not
aiways work, and the Navy's first strike gainst North Kores, in early August 1330,
came as a complete surprise to Stmameycr.“ Yet the Air Force did not invite & Navy
representative to attend the FEAF Target Committeee meetings uniil 22 July 1933, one
week hefore the armistice 33

In addition to noliticel and military controls on bombing, other Jdifficuities
Jestricted the air effort. Communist air defenses destroyed 1,041 FEAF aircraft during
the wvar and caused B-29s to fly only a: night after October 1931.86 The limited peyload
sad range of the F-80 jet fighter, together with production lags forced the use of the F-
31 Mustang ugtil January 1933. As in World War II, weather hampered efiorts to
conduct continuous operations against epemy supply lines. Communist
countermeasures also plagued the FEAF's sttempts at iaterdiction. MiG-13 jets, sir

defense radar, and enti-aircraft artiliery guerd»d lines of communicatios that abor

84Futrell, USAF in Kores, p. 115.

85-Minutes of the FEAF Formal Target Committee Meeting, 22 July 1953,” FEAF Forma!
Target Comritte Migutes, 22 July 1953, AFHRC, file aumber K720.151A.

86Futrell, p. 645.
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crevs mginiained without the aid of heavy equipment. Supplemented by individuals
carrying A-frames, horse-drawn wagons, oxcarts, aad pack animals, trucks and Lrains
traveied mostly at night, preventing inter<eption by either F-51s or F-80s. Although
the F-31 could locate targets at night, rocket and gunfire blinded its pitot, whiie the F-
80 achitved poor results Lrying to sirafe at jet speeds 87 The Communists also resorted to
deception, often removing s sectios of r.il or s bridge span at the end of night
activities to give the appecrance of unsesvicesbility 38

BOMBING RESULTS

The FEAF dropped 476,000 tons of ordnance during the conflict, and Navy
snd Merine aircrafl togethsr delivered 202,000 tons. Despite the difficulties of
conducting iaterdiction, FEAF's various campaigns destroyed 827 bridges, 116,839
buildings, 869 locomotives, i4,906 railroad cars, and 74,859 vehicles, and halted alt but
four or five percent of North Korea's prewar rail traffic. Over 300,000 laborers worked
in repair gagzs along transportation lines. The attacks against hydroelectric plants in
June 1932 rendered 11 of 13 uascrviceable with the remaining two in doubtful
condition, fesulting in & complete power blackout over North Korea for more than two
weeks. The Comnmunists succeeded in restoring these plants to only ten percent of their
fornaer capacity. In addition to washing out six miles of railroad and five bridges, the
raid on the Toksan dam destroyed 700 buildings and five square miles of rice crops. All
told, UN aircrews claimed to have killed 134,308 enemy troops; North Kores announced
that the i1 July 1932 sttack on Pyongyang csused 7,000 casualties 89

Anrhough the intevdiction aad air pressure campaigns inflicted heavy

fosses, the destruction did net by itself compel the Communists to agree to ap armistice.

87Carter, p. 6.

383bid.. pp. 5-18. Cartor's study provides an excellent synthesis on the difficulties of
carrying out interdiction in Kores.

89Carter, p. 2; Futrell, USAF in Kores pp. 452. 482, 626, 645; Weyland. pp. 346, 398.
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With the halt of Lisutenant General James Van Fleet's offensive in the late spring of
1951, air pover became the sole ostensible mesns of forcing s settiement. Yet the
bombing remsined limited in scope by both political and military controls. Commented
Admirsl Joy: "Uaited Nations Command negotiators at Kaesong and Paamunjom were
not in a position to deal from maximum strength, and well did the Communists know
it."% With the static front that developed after the truce talks began, enemy troops
needed very little sustenance to maintain their position 91 The Communist negetiators
stalled for time hoping that the UN bargaining position would weaken under the strain
of mounting casuslties. Eisenh . ver's advisors observed in April 1953 that

Vhatever the Commuanist basic attitude towards an armistice may be, the

ability of the Communists to supply and reinforce their troop strength in

Kores has unquestionably reinforced their unvillingness to concede in

the POW question what is possibly to them an important matter of

principie and prestige striking st the roots of their system. They may

well consider that agreement to any form of non-forcible repatriation so

admits to the right of individual self-determination as to endanger

maintenance of their concept of relations betveen the individual and

the state 9

Until June 1933, the Communists adamantly refused to accept UN terms on

prisoner relesse as the basis for an armistice. On 23 May UN negotiators announced
their commitment to voluntary repatriation as a “final” stand. The Communists
denounced the proposal as unacceptable and requested s recess to prepare an official
reply. When negotistions resumed on 4 June the Communists seemed fore con-
ciliatory, and on the 8tk they signed a prisoner exchange agreement accepting the UN
position. South Korean President Syngman Rhee's independent release of Comamunist
prisoners on 18 June delayed an armistice by more than a month, but on 27 July both

sides initialed a settiement that differed little from the & June terms.

910n 17 April 1951, two months before the front stabilized, Stratemeyer noted that
Communist forces required 3120 tons of supply per day, and that North Korean lines of
communization had the capacity to provide up to 5125 tons daily. See Stratemeyer Diary,
entry for 17 April 1931.

92NSC 147, 2 April 1953.FR, 1952-34. Vol. 15: Kores, pt. 1. p. 842.
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While the May atlacks against the dams did not directly produce the
Communists’ about-face, the raids did, in combination with other factors, contribute to
their desire to negotiate seriously. Foremost among these concerns wis Eisenhowver's
willingness to use atomic weapons and expand the war 93 Dulles communicated this
message 1o Nehru during & visit to India that bege1 on 22 May, and three days later the
Commuanist negotiator.: in Panmunjom demanded & recess. The May strikes on the dams
--targets hitherto untouched--began on the 13th and ended on the 29th. The North
Koreans could prevent bombing from breaching & dam only by draining its reservoir.
This measure had the same effect as breaching the structure, for it denied vital water to
the young rice crops planted at the start of the spring season. The atiacks all came
against dams in the northwest, an area 30 important for rice production that the North
Koreans dispaiched troops Lhere each spring to help with the planting 94 The
Communists responded to the Toksan reid by building a special railrosd to the dam to
carry repair materials. They also mounted their most intense propaganda campsaign of
the war, denouncing American “imperialist aggressors attempting to destroy the rice
crop by denying the farmers the life water necessary to grow rice.*9 In short, the
bﬂds threatened massive starvation, and the Communists had no effective means to
counter the aitacks. Whaiever their intent as interdiction measures, the raids appeared
to the Communists as direct attacks on the civil populace. As such, they gave credence
to Eisenhower's promise to unleash a auclear holocaust across the North Koresn and
Manchuriea landscapes.

93Keefer, pp. 282, 287 289. Keefer's analysis of Eisenhower's “stomic ultim. tum” is the
mos: thorough to date, enluaung contentions in many secondary works in the ligat of
documents recently reproduced in The Foreign Relations of the United States and others
maintained in Presidential libraries. He concludes that "Eisenhover ended the war by

sccepting the possibility of atomic warfare and even global conflict.”
94"Minutes of FEAF Formal Target Committee Meoting, 24 March 1933."

95"The Attack on the Irrigation Dams in North Kores,” Air Upiversity Quarteriy Review
6 (Winter 1553-54):55.




' B e ls AU v B S

w3

35

I addition to the threat of stomic war, the Commuaists faced the prospect of
continued fighting in a conflict tha: had already cost them heavily in manpower and
equipment. The North Korean industrial and transporiation sysiems were in shambles
after three years of war. The atiacks against the dams portended destruction of the
agricultursl system as well. Wrecking North Korea's capabiity to grow rice threatened
its survival as s nation, a prospect that appealed to neither Pyongyang nor Peking.
With the incressing devastation of their country, the North Koreans feared that they
could not prevent the Chinese from keeping troops permanently below the Yalu. “The
North Korean desire to salvage their country was & major factor ie cbtaining serious
aegotiations,” remarked Dear Rusk, Truman's Assistant Sccretary of State for Far
Eastern Affsirs % The Chinese, however, had no desire to usurp the pelity of their
Communist ally. They had intervened specifically to preserve North Korean
sovereigaty, vhich they rightly believed threatened by the UN advance in the fall of
1930. A substantislly weakensd North Korea iacked the sbility to serve as an effective
buffer against invasion by UN or South Korean troops. Furthe., the potential ioss of
the North Korean rice crop posed a serious problem for Chinese forces oa the 38th
paraliel. While the Communist troops needed little in the way of materiel to maintain
their static positions, i ’ relied heavily on northwest Korea for food. The lack of rice
would have limited their capability to continue fighting.

Besides concerns over Eisenhower's threst and North Korean devastation,
the Communists also had to face the changed political situation caused by the death of
Stalin. The Soviet dictator had epproved North Korean Premier Kim I1 Sung's plan to
invade the South snd i~ *he & " 1930 had encoursged Chinese intervention.97 The
aev Soviet leadership did not, nowever, contain s central sgurce of power committed to

the Communist struggle in Korea. Soon after Stalin's demise in March, George

96Rusk interview, 15 July 1985.

97Nikita Khrushchev, Khrushchov Rombers ., trans. and ed. Strobe Talbott (Boston:
Little, Brown, and Company, 1970), pp. 367-372.
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Malenkov, Lavrentii Beris, and Nikits Khrushchev begsa to compete for control, and &
distinct head of state did act emerge for the remainder of the Korean War. If they were
to continue the conflict, the Chinese and North Koreans vouid havi ‘ght without
Moscow's firm support.

The American interdiction campaiyn prevented the Communists from
lsunching a large-scale offen:.ve after the summer of 1531 and guaranteed that UN
forces could maintain their positions near the 38th parallel. By restricting rail traffic
to five percent of its prewar level, the FEAF denied the Communists the logistical
support necessary to sustein & massive thrust. Yet the inability of the Chinese and
North Korcans to mount an offensive did not necessarily indicate that air power was
successful in restricting enemy action. Afier June 1931 the Communists may anever
have intended to launch another mass attack. Air power removed the ¢ption, but the
effort may bave been wasted.

Despite the failure of air power to secure an armistice independent of other
considerations, many in the Air For~e believed that bombing made the sigaificant
contribution towards achieving a tcuce. The “freedom to target and to use sirpower
{during 1953]) brought the war to an acceptable conclusion,” refiected General William
W. Momyer, a member of the Air War College Faculty during the Korean coaflict and
Seventh Air Force Communder in Vietnam. “Interdiction was the fundamental mission
ihat pressured s settlement." % The FEAF uait hisiory for July 1953 observed that “the
destructive force of FEAF's air power haed broken the stalemste."99 Most eir chiefs
thought that bombing would have produced decisive results in far less time had fewer

political controls limited the air campaign. Stratemeyer, who was & staff officer for
Arnold during World War 11, voiced his objections not only to the political controls but |
also to the limited nature of the United States’ war aims:

9yilliam W. Momyer, Air Powor in Three Wars (Washington: US Government Printing
Office, 1978). p. 172.
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It {the American military objective] is conirary to everything thet every

military commander that 1 have been associsted with or from all of our

hislory--he hes aever been in a position where he co 'Id not win the war

he started to win. Thatis not American. Thatis noi American. [gic] And

who did it--I don't know. | know that General MacArthur's hands were

tied, I am sure, not by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but by the . . . State

Depariment. I make that as my opinion, and ] still believe it. 10
Joy agreed, listing his greatest huadicap during the negotistions as the "reluctance or
insbility . . . of Weshington to give us firm and minimum positions which would be
supported by national policy 101 He believed that the Communists would respond oply
to maesive force, and thet Truman's unwillingniess to urge such a pelicy foredoomed
American negotisting efforts prior to the spring of 1953.

Most commanders who criticized the limited natuce of the bombing aimed
their barbs at the political leadership and ignored the military's self-imposed
restraints. Many genersls like Stratemeyer had earlier participeted in alt-out
offensives against Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan, aad they could see no raason whr
the Communists in Korea should not be similarly destroyed. LeMay, who ohserved the
conflict from Omahse, Nebraska, cs the Commander of Strategic Air Command (SAC),
suggested at the start of hostilities that ks B-29s biest North Korea's principal cities.
“The B-29s were trained to go up there io Manchuris aad destroy the enemy's potentisl
fo wage war,” LaMey reasoned. “The threst of this impending bombardment would, I am
confident, have Zspt the Communist Chiness from revitalizing and protracting the
Koreen War 102 The genera! disupproved of using B-29s for interdiction, sad argued
that the bomber “wes never intended to be & tactical weapon.” 103 Weyland ettemptad to

uss sir power as & bludgeon (o compel & negotisted settiement. Yot kis air pressure

'°°US Cnncms Senm mnnmﬁmummmm
' ciary 84th Cong.. nmes 1953, 9

""mn.. b. 23.
1021 sMay with Xaator, p. 464.
103]bid. p. 459.
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sirategy was o bludgeon fazhioned r Spasiz's daylight campaign in Europe rather
than LeMay's fire atiaciks :n Japan. While belioving that his policy was in concert with
American political objectives, and that it had o decisive impact on the Communist
decisiop to quit fighting, Weyland aiso concluded that his predilection for sitacking
only mililary-related tergets might prove inappropriste for a future war. Writiag in
the fall of 1953, he asserted:

11 the astion under aitack by tae United States] were the primary

instigator and supporter of the aggression, or if the ground forces were

not committed ia the sir campaign, or if the air forces were balanced to

the concept of completely investing the snemy by air, the systems

chosen for attack might be, and quite possibly would be, quite
different 1U4

The editors of Aic Unjverzity Quarteriv Review, the official publication of the Air War
Cullege. provided an additionel vision of the futurs. In a 1934 article on the dam raids,
they proclaimed: “Modern war mobilizes total nationsal resources. Only warfars that cuts
sharply across the entire depth of the enemy's effort can bring the war to an end short
of exhaustion aad economic collapse for hoth sides.~103

AIR FORCE DOCTRINE, 1534-1963

1n Octaber 1954, Paul Nitze told the assembled officers of the Air War College
that the principal threat to American security interests stemmed "from the Fromlin
design of world dominstion.” He outlined the Soviet leadership's priorities as "first, the
maintenance of their regime; second, the preservation of their power base in Russia

sad its satellites; and third, the objective of world dominance."106 Nitze's observsations

1M¥eyland, p. 397.
1903"The Attack on the Irrigation Dams in North Lores,” p. 60.

186pgy} Nitze, “The Relstionshin of the Politica! End to the Military Objective,” Air War
College Lecture, Getober 1634, AFERC file number K239.716234-33. p. 12. Nitze was

president of the Foreign Service E ‘ucational Foundation at the time of his address.
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had ¢ special appeal for his sudience, for he had served as Vice Chairman of the
Strategic Bombing Survey aad, during the Torean War, ss Director of the Stele
Department's Policy Plsnning Council. Still, his message vasmore s confirmation than
revelation. To Air Force senior officers, the Soviet Un;on was lhe enemy. Service
doctrioe reflected the coaviction that the United Siates would one ciay confront the
Sovieis ia general war--a euphemism for global, auclear conflict.

The Eisenhower adminisiration's pelicy of "massive retalistion,” combined
with the Soviet explosion of the hydrogen bomb, & perceived "bomber gap.” and the
lsunching of Sputaik, contributed to the Air Force's priority on preparing for auclear
War. America’s auciear arsenal jutipod from a total of 1,730 weapons in 1934 to 26,500
in 1962, with more than 11,000 sdded between 1938 and 1960.107 Serategic Air Command
controfied the vsst majority of these arms and planned to deliver most of them in o
mastive pre-emptive bomber assault against the Sovie: Union.108 “The enphasis of air
planners wai .. making war fit s weanon--auclear air pover--rather tha > making the

emphasis more manifest than in the Air Force's two chief doctrinal publicstions of the
post-Koi'es decade, Manuals 1-2 and 1-8.

Air planners produced two versions of Maaual 1-2, "Besic Doctrine,” in the
decade alter Korea. Both siressed that American military forces could perform “their
greatest and most economical service jg sny form of international conflict” by
sllowing the V'nited Siates Lo “exercise a compeiling initistive in international

107Futrell, "Influence,” p. 266.

108Dgvid Alan Rosenberg. “The Origins of Overkill: Nuclear Wespons and American
Strategy. 19453-196)." laternational Security 7 (Spring 1983): 66.

109Futrell, “Infiuence,” p. 269.
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affairs"110 Strategic bombirg offered the means to demonstrate “compelling
initistive,” and Manual 1-8, “Strategic Air Operations.” outlined how bombing would
achieve national goais. Dated 1 May 1934, the document steered Air Force thinking
throughout the post-Korea decade. Air planners did not revise it until December 1963.
Maaual 1-8 hearkene:!to the teachings of the Air Corps Tactical School and

the perceived lessons of World War Il strategic bombing. Littla guidance emerged from
the experieace of Korea. The manual defined gtrategic air operstions as sttacks
“designed to disrupt an enemy nation to the extent that its will and capability to resist
are broken."11! These operstions “are conducted directly against the nation itself”
rather than against its deployed armed forces.112 Destroying the war-making capacity
of a nation v7ould "neutralize” its armies and nsvies. Such destruction would also lead to
the collapse of an enemy's will to fight. Air planners contended that

Somewhere within the structure of the hostile aation exist seasitive

elements, the destruction or neutralization of which will best create the

breakdowa and loss of the will of that nation to further resist. . . . The

fabric of modern nations is such s complete interweaving of major

single elements that the elir ation of one element can creste

widesproad influence upon the v..ole. Some of the elements are of such

importance that the complete slimination of one of them would cause

collapse of the nstional structure insofar as integrated effort is

concerned. Others exert influeace which, while rot immediately evi-

deat, ic cumulative and transferable, and when brought uander the

effects of air veagogs. resulis in & general widespread weakening and
eventual coliapse.113

119Air Force Manual 1-2, 1 April 1953, p. 3; Air Force Manual 1-2, 1 December 1959, p. 5;
suthor's italics. Air Force Manual 1-1 replaced 1-2 on 13 August 1964. It stated: "Of
utmost importance . . . is that we maintain superior capabilities for the kigher
intensities of war. Such a posture makes it evident to an ensmy that if conflict escalates

the advantage will become more and more clearly ours.” See p. 1-3.
H1Ajr Force Manual 1-8, 1 May 1934, p. 6.

12]pid . p.2.

H3Lpid.. p. 4.
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The authors conciuded that destroying petroleum or transportation systems would cause
the most damage (o & nation's will to resist. Only "weighty and sustained sttacks”
however, vould succeed in wrecking either system 114
Eisenhower's budgetary controls facilitsted the development of Strategic
Air Command into the offensive force eavisioned by Manual 1-8's suthors. The
perceived threat of auclear war with the Soviets caused SAC to receive priority funding
from an administration committed to fiscal restrsint. "We could never support all of the
forces . . . that might be required to meet all possible eventualities simultaneously,”
remarked Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson in 1957.113 SAC expanded not only at
the expense of the Army and Navy, but also to the deiriment of the Air Force's Tactical
Air Commsad (TAC), which contsined primarily single-seat “fighter” sircrafl. To meet
finsncisl constraints, the Air Force eliminated several tactical fighter wings in the late
19308.116 Lamented former Air Force Secretary Thomas K. Finlelter: “We sre stifl
several biflion doliars short of the amount we ought to be spending exclusively for the
alr pover we need to handle the threal from Russia in the NATO ares. . . . There is
nothing like enough air power in our present United S.ates military force levels to
back up our foreign policy in the Far East “117 The paucity of funds for air missions
other then strategic, nuclear bombing caused RAND analyst Bernard Brodie to note,
vith s large measure of truth, that “strategy vears a dollac sign 118
To the Commander-in-Chief of Strstegic Alr Command (CINCSAC), a defense
policy siressing strategic, nuclear air power was more than just & proper emphasis on

1141hid.. pp. 3. 8.

115US Congross, Senate, Airpower: Report of the Subcommittec on the Air Force of the
Committec on Armed Services. Japuary 23, 1997. 85th Cong., st sess., 1937, p. 71.
116Fytreli, “Influence,” p. 266.

117Thomas X. Finletter, “Air Power sad Foreign Policy. Especially in the Far East.” The
Anpals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 299 (May 1955): 84-5.
118Bornard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1939). p. 338.
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the Air Force's perceived ability to achieve an independent decision in war. General
Curtis ] eMay viewed SAC as the premier guardian of American democracy. As CINCSAC
from 1948 to 1937, he molded the force into s highly-disc.plined unit possessing
avesome altacking power. SAC's mission "was to serve as deterrent against the enemy--
s deterrent against nuclear warfare--a stciking force so efficient and so powerful that
no enemy could, i justice to his owa preseat and future, sitack us--through a sneak
sssauit or any other way,” LeMay reflected. 119 The geaeral geared his command fo the
"worst case” scenario of a full-scale auclear exchange. In such a confrontation, SAC
wvould deliver the Air Force's nuclear arsenal against Soviel targels in one massive
dlow.120 From 1931 on, LeMay did not submit his snnually updated war pisas for )5
review, sad by 1953 he had gained virtual autonomy in target selection.i2! His
influence resulted in CINCSAC's designation in ihe fall of 1960 as the "Director of
Strategic Ter get Plsnning,” with suthority to develop, on behalf of the JCS, & Single
Integrated Operationsl Plan (SIOP) for a potzntis! nuciear war. For all Lie armed
services--particularly for the Air Force--the S1IOP became the highest priority mission
and severely limited availability for other tasks 122

One year after the birth of the SIOP, LeMay became Air Force Chief of Staff.
He had served as Vice Chief since 1937, during & period when the Army generals such
8s Rijgway, James Gavin, and Maxwell Tn.yh;r had advocated & defense policy based on

"flexible responss” rather than massive retaliation. Under LeMay's tutelage, however,
the Air Force raised the strategic bomber o/ an even higher pedestal. "He was the one
vho made the strategic thing everything ' observed Brigadier General Noel . Parrish,
vho was in the Pentagon during LeMay's tenure ss Chief of Siaff. "He not only

chenneled a terrific portion of our resources into strategic [forces), dbut he filted 8

119LeMay with Kaator, p. 6.

120Rosenberg, p. 42; Futrell, "Influence,” p. 266.
121 ssenberg, p. 37.

1221pid ., p. 68.
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whole headquarters with strategic Air Force peopie."123 After LeMay hed served three
years as Chief, three-fourths of the highest- ranking Air Force officers in the
Peniagon came directly from SAC.124 To these individuals, strategic bombing was the
Air Force missioni, and Manual i-8 cffered the guidance to sccomplish that mission
successfully.

Air Force doctrine in the post-Korea decade did not completely disregard the
Korean experience. Manual {-2 acknowledged that limited war might recur. The
document distinguished between general and limited conflict, stating that in each
military forces sought different objectives. In general war, all American military
strength “would be directed to the common purpose of prevailing ovef the enemy by
defeating his cffensive forces and denying him the cesources with which to coatinue
war.” In limited conflict, “the compositicn of the participating forces, their mizsions
and strategy, would be dictated primarily L.y the Government's objectives in reiation to
that pacticular conflict situtation.” 123 Air plansers realized that government controls
would prohibit limited war operaticns from approaching the inteasity of thoss in
general war. The 1959 edition of 1-2 deleted the 1955 observation that “employment of
air forces must be undertaken with the expectation of sustaining the operation until
the desired effect is accomplished.“!126 Regardiess of political controls, planners

befieved that the Air Force possessed (he means o achieve decigive resuits in limited
wer. Fith one eye on Korez, they remarked that the service could conduct effective

sliacks without having to peaetrals "a major opponent’s sovereign iarritory.”'27 If o

i23JSAF Orul Hislory interview of Brigadier Genersl Noel F. Parrish by Dr. jases C.
Haslortf, 10-14 June 1974, San Antonio, Texas, AFHRC file number 1239.0512-744, pp.
203-04.

124]pi4.. p. 204 Parrish examined an organizational chac! of Air Force ofi.ces in tha
Pentagor to obtain this information.

123Ajr Force Manual £-2, 1 Decemoer 1959, p. 4.

1264ir Force Manus! 1-2, 1 April 1933, 9.3.

127 5ir Force Maaual 1-2, 1 Decembers 1959, p. 11.
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iimited conflici occurred, the Air Force would apply "precisely measured power directly
agsinst specific elements of hostile strengih “128

Although they conceded the possibility of limited war, sir planners made
few preparations for it. 1n March 1934, they published Manua! 1-7, “Theater Air Forces
in Counter Air, Interdiction and Close Air Support Operations,” to guide “tactical” air
actions. The document revesled that theater, or tactical, air operations differed from
strategic actions in two fundamental ways. First, theater forces ceaducted operations
in a confined geographical ares, while strategic actions were global in nature. Secoad,
the objective of theater operations was the destruction or neutralization of an enemy's
military forces while strategic efforts sought to defeat the enemy gation by desiroying
"the essential elements of the nation's teted organization for waging war . . . as distinct
from its deployed miliiary forces.”129 Single-seat fighter sircraft couid accomplish
sirategic tasks. Yet air planners vieved interdictior., with its objective to desiroy an
encmy's military potential prior to its meaifestution on the battlelicld, as s tactical
function. The TACCommander wis responsible for spproving interdiction planned by
thexter air chiefs and for ordering tactical air forces to accomplish it.130 Despite the
disparity noted in Manuals 1-7 apd 1-3 between tactical and sir: “*gic operations, both
documents stressed plaaning for general rather than limited war, and both advocated
using atomic weapons. “The best preparstion for limited wat is proper preparstion for

geaeral war,” vrole the suthors of Manuel 1-2. "The lauer is the more imporiant since

1281bid.. p. 13. A
129 Air Force Maaual 1-7, § Mavch 1954, . 1; Air Fasce Manual 1-3, ! May 1954 p. 2
130Air Force Manual 1-7, 1 Ma~ch 1954, op. 2, 15.
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there can be mo guarantee that s limited war would not spresd into gencral
conflict." 13t

To air commanders in the post-Koros decade. theater forces provided s
means to complement the massive blows of strategic bombers in geners! war. Major
General Edward ]. Timberlake, Commander of TAC's Ninth Air Force, extolled his uait's
nucieer capabdility in Msy 1936:

The build-up of theater-type air forces during recent years has been
gratifying both from a technical and a combat standpoint. Most
important has boea the marrisge cf the atomic bob with the single-
sester jot fighter as well a5 with the light bombardment plane. Of no
lesser significance is the tacticel guided missile. A single fighter, with a
crov of one, now has the destructive power of thousands of World War 11
bombers foaded with conventional ordnance.

Thus, it cais be seen that technological progress, ingenuity, initiative
and imagination have developed the tactical air forces to new and poteni
heights in ali types of air operations.132

In response to an "overt act by an aggressor nation,” theatsr forces would, the genersl
snnouaced, “lsunch zn atomic punch aimed . . . st turning the enemy military
machine iato ¢ relatively innocuous group of men vy depriving it of the means of
waging war.“i33

Timberlake's fighters formed part of TAC's nuclear Composiie Air Strike
Force (CASF), developed in mid-1935 with & mission to deploy to sny world cris’s
lecation. To gain exposure to flying coaditions “in the most probable [wartime)

operating aress,” TAC rotated CASF aircral to Europe and Aigska for six month

131 Air Force Manual -2, 1 December 1959, p. 4. The 1961 edition of Pacific Air Forces
(PACAF) Training Msaua! F-100 stated: “Nuclear training will in evury instance take
precedence ¢vur nopauclear familisrization and qualification. It is amphesized that
conventional training will not be mcomphshed st the expense of the higker prierity
nuclear mmmg rejuired by this msauval.” Ouoted ia David Maclsaac, “The Evolution of
Air Power since 1943 The Americen Experieace.” in War ip the Third Dimension:
Essevs in Contemoorary Air Power. ed. R. A. Mason (London: Brassey's Defense
Publiskers, 1986).

132Edward J. Timbertake, ""Air Fower Implicrtions,” Speech io Avistion Writers'
Associstion Convention, San I'rancisco, Californis, 30 May 1956 in Speeches by Major

General Timber'aks, 1936-57, AFHRC file number K533.309-1,p.5.
1331bid.. p. 9.
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periods. 134 The strike force sported the new F-105 Thunderchief, & fighter designed to
drop nuclear bombs and unsuited for air combat. Air planners considered the plane's
inability to dogfight irrelevant. They coatended that auclear raids oo enemy airfields
combined with air superiority missions would guarantee a safe environment for the
Thundeschief 135

Most air commanders accepted the Air Force's priority oz nuclear wespons.
Manuel 1-2 noted that the prerequisite for achieving a military objective was a strategy
"as simple and as direct as possible,” a requirement readily fulfilied by relying on the
atomic bomb. 136 The Air Force's nuclear superiority ove« the Soviets compensated--air
chiefs believed--for Russis's predominance in conventions! wesponry.!37 Yet the
poasibility existed that the United States might never confront the Soviets in & general
war. Veylaad for one challenged the emphasis on & nuclear engagerent. He felt that
strong, conventional, thester sir forces, backed by an announced willingness to use
them, would have prevented the North Koresns from attacking in 1930. “It is obvious to
me thet we must have adequate tactical air forces in being that are capable of serving
as & deterrent to the brush-fire type of war just as SAC is the main deterrent to a global
war,” he assertied in 1957. "Any fighting that we get into in the foreseeable future will
very probably be of the poripheral war type.”138 Most senior officers who doubied the
appropristeness of A.» Force doctrine kept their misgivings to themselves. The text of
Timberlake's 1956 sp ech 0 California aviation writors mentioned that present Soviet
actions did “not foreshadow a general war,” and Timberiake made & notatien to omit the

statament 139 After LeMay "SACerized” the Pentagon, most high-ranking officers

13Ibid . p.5.

133Futrell, “Influenze,” p. 266.

136,Air Force Manusl 1-2, 1 Pecember 1939, p. 7.
i37parrish Oral History Interview, 10-14 June 1974, p. 201.
1¥Airpoyer. p. 72.

139Timberlake, p. 9.




47

possessed & sincere faith in the nuclear bomber's ability to decide international
conflicts. Those who did not believe lacked the power to make any difference.

LIMITED WAR STUDIES

While the Air Force's leadership remained committed to the gospel of
strategic nuclear attack, others questioned the dogma's propriety. In 1937 two studies
concluded that the service needed to devote more attention to limited war preparation.
RAND ana’yst Rober: Johnson determined in a May report for Pacific Air Forces
(BACAF) Hesdquarters that the danger of limited hostilities was "the most immediate
threat” facing PACAF units. Johnson noted that directives to maintsin general war
capabilities asrrowed the resources available to oppose local aggression. He did not
think that those units in excess of the general war "retaliatory” force weuld suffice, in
terms of numbers or competency, to repel attacks by guerrills iroops. "It is felt by
many.” the analvst remarked, "that neither the Tactical Air Forces in being, the
Strategic Air Forces, the Air Forces of Allied countries, nor the air components of the
Army, Navy, and Marines are particularly well-suited to perform the tasks which may
be required of air power in local war." He highlighted the efforts uf two RAND projects,
dubbed SIERRA and RICT SQUAD, to determine the Air Force's limited war requirements.
Using war-gaming techniques, the SIERRA group had evaluated prospective air
campaigns in Southesst Asia, but the group's findings remained “tentative and highly
controversial.” RIOT SQUAD, examining weapons and support sys.ems required by air
forces opposing local aggressions, atso produced uncertain conclusions. Johnson
pointed out that the group had failed to devote adequate attention to the "mission snd
modus operandi” of air units engaged in limited conflict.” 140

140Robert B. Johnson, "RAND Studies of Air Power in Limited Wars,” 21 May 1937, AFHRC
file number K720.3102-7, pp. 1-10.
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Johnson's counterpart at Air University, Cotonel Ephraim M. Hapton, sgreed
that the Air Force needed to prepare for limited en_agements. In his March study “The
USAF in Limited War." he stressed what he felt was & major dilemms confronting air
planners wvho molded service docirine: how (o guarantee that the Air Force possessed
sdequate mesns to cope with both genersl and limited conflict. Unlike johnson, Hapton
accepted the heavy commitment of forces (o general war preparation. The colonel
focused instead on "whether these limited war forces in excess of the hard core total
var requirements should be specially developed sir task forces.” He determined thai
special units would only interfere with the mission of theater air forces, w:~h already
had responsibility for operations in potential trouble spots. Yet Hapton offered no
advice on how Lo organize those thester forces exceeding genersl war requirements.
“Generalizaticns concerning the type forces which could best be employed become
éxceedingly difficult,” he Geclared. "Each area where 2 limited war could possibly occur
wvili present different inherent theater capabdilities, base structures, and logistic
situations. The geography, target sysiems, and status of indigenous forces will vary.
Political situstions will present a variety of probiems " 141

Acknowiedging that limited conflict could occur in disparate locales, Air
University staff members produced & 1938 study evaiuating the Air Force's abilty to
respond o small-scale conflicts in the Middie East, Southeast Asia, Taiwan, and Korea.
Bernard Brodie authored the project's finai report. Before discussing political situs-
tions in the four areas, he provided geners! observations on the asure of limited war.
Brodie asseried that a nation waging limited conflict must rely on “counterforce”
tactics and strategies. This meant that the country would direct its military effort
against opposing m'litary forces rather than sgainst “sources of national power.” The

strategy would cause the struggle to resemble & war of attrition 142

141cojonel Ephraim M. Hapton, "The USAF in Limited War,” 14 March 1957, Project File
No. Au-J-S7-ESAWAC, AFHRC file number K239.042957-1, pp. 1-9.
142Bernard Brodie, The USAF in Limited War, AFHRC file number £239.042957-1,p.7.
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In contrast to his initisl remarks, Brodie also stated that “the United States

Must use any wespon in its arsensl, as needed, 1o protect its national interest." 143 "Any
weapon” inciuded the atomic bomb. Should limited war erupt in any of the four areas
examined, units from TAC's Composite Air Strike Force, Theater Air Forces, and SAC
would likely participate. Brodie described how they could make the greatest impact on
a0 enemy:

Airpower properly employed permits a graduated or mounting

spplication of force and persuasion in which diplomatic negotistion can

be integrated precisely either between separate scrties or at the

culmination of achieving major objectaves. Thusthe Air Force is able to

operate in a limited war situation by striking, returping to secure

torritory, negotisting, striking igain as necessary and withdrawing

regeatedly without the stigms of retreat ever being an issve 144
Me belived that such a policy might prove usefui in Vietnam. There, Ngo Dinh
Diem's Southern regime appeared in danger of falling to Communism. 'Thi§ indirect
threat to US interests must be recognized as & matter of first concera to us in Southeast
Asia,” he contended, "for no amount of military equipment in wesak or uadecided hands
will guarantee security from communist encroachment 145

A year after the Air University study, Brodie published Strategy in the

Missile Age. Despite focusing on sir power's role in deterring--or winning--toial war,
the work offered guidance on a roper course for air forces in limited conflict. Brodie
now doubted that auclear weapons were appropriate for local wars. “The conclusion
that nuclear wespons must be used in limited wars has been reached by too many
people, 100 qQuickiy, on the basis of far too little analysis of the problem. “he argued. 46
Those whom the United States sought to defend wouid likely disapprave of "salvation”
dased on atomic blasts over their homeland. Equally as important, the use of auclear

weapoas constituted & vast degree of difference from warfare wiged by conventiona:

1431bid . p. 20.
144]pid . p. 22.
143]bid . p. 56.
146Brodie. Strategy. p. 330. Italics in original.
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means. Atomic bombs in o limited conflict would greally incresase the chances of &
general war.

Brodie's message vent unkeeded. In August 1957 National Security Advisor
Robert Cutler had urged Pres.dent Eisenhower to develop < credible policy for limited
war. Cutler advised a relisnce on “tacuical stomic wesapons™ to counter Pussian
aggression "anywhere against say ally."147 Eisenhower's support of this proposal
sanctioned what was already three-year-old Air Force doctrine. That doctrine would
not change--in either written or perceived form--for the next eight years.!148 While
John Kennedy's nchantiment vwith guerrilla warfare led t0o a revamping of Army
doctrine, it had no effect on Air Force policy. LeMay guaranteed that his service would
continue to emphasize strategic operations above all else and thai theater air forces
would perform tasks viewed as seconda.y. His perspective endured beyond his four-

year tenure as Chief of .iafT.

NCLITSIONS

In May 1933, an ailing Hoyt Vandenberg made his final address as Air Force
Chief of Staff. Speaking to the Air War College's class of senior officers, the general
summarized his viows on strategic air power:

Air power inust not de applied cxcupt against the industrial power of the
astion; it must not be apglied unless you are going to wvin the war with it.
I don’s mean that onte you have apnlied i, that you can’t apply it o the
other portions ef war. But surefy, et us not drop aa A-bemb until we are
ready (o drop it on the indusirial poientidl, tho, or rerhaps first. . . . Air
power, if it is to be succossivi, has got to bo lsunched agsinst the
industrial potential in the rear areas of s natinn. Air power, without the
A-bomb, raust be so used. Air power should not be used on the front
lines, except as an aidition to the principle of destroying the indusirial

147Memo from Robert Culer to President Eise vhower, Limited War in the Nuclear Age,”
7 Lugust 1937, National Security Advisor Files, NSC Series, Briefing Notes Subseries,
Eisenhower Library, Folder: Limited ¥War (2), Box 12.

148)Much like its counterpar: guiding stratogic operstions, Air Force Manual 1-7, dated 1
Masch 1954, remained current uvatil 14 Juse 1965.
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potantial of & country. Lei us keep oucr eye ot the goﬂ of sir power,
which if to kaock out the ability of & nation to fight 14

Vaadenberg exhorted his sudience to emphisize the velue of air power to all who
questioned its officacy.

You must losve no stone unturned to spread the gospel and to do it in a

proper way. Let us not claim that all you need is air power, becsuse that

isbunk. What we have to do is to point out where it fits into the overall

security of the United States and what wve must have asa minimum. . . . It

(a2 apprecistion of air power) is only going to come by you people who

understand it and preach it and preach it {gic) to everybody who comes

within contactof it. . . . It's vour duty because, by God, . . . the only thing

that is going to save the United States, is an understanding of thjs thing.

So I hope that you go out and do it.130

The cfficers listening to Vandenberg did indeed go out and spresd the

gospe!, and LaMay bacame their chief prophet. Most air commanders in the post-Kores
decade saw stretegic bombing as & cure-all for any contingency. Severa! factors
shaped their thinking: the ingrained dogms of the Air Corps Tactical School, the
perseived success of strategic bombing in World War Il and Korea, and Eisanhower's
policy of massive retaliation. To the makers of Air Force doctrine, World War II
overshadowed the Korean experience. The campaigns against Germany and Japan
ssemed to vindicate the ACTS philosophy of siriking a nation's vilal centers to destroy
its war-fighting capability. Korea, while considered a victory for sir power, was &
success flawed by political controls that prohibited attacks against the source of
Communist war-making capacity. The policy of massive retalistion purtended future
conflicts of unlimited scope, much like that waged during World War II in pursuit of

unconditional surrender. Air leaders still believed that sttacks dirocwd‘qﬂnst 'Y

nstion's capability to fight would prove eifective in weakening the will to resist. By

destroying s nation’s key industries, air power would wreck the social fabric of an

149Hoyt Vandenberg, “Locture to the Air War College.” § May 1933, ATHRC file numbar
K239.716253-126,pp. 8-7.

1501bid . pp. 43.
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encmy astion, and the Air Force now possessed the supreme weapon to devssiste
industrial capability--the atomic domb.

Air pianners gearad doctrine towards s general war with the Soviet Union,
and the Air Force's doctrinal tenets were appropriate only for a largc-scale conflict
ageinst o highty-indusiriatized foe. Manual 1-8 observed that “the fabric of modern
pauons is . .. s complete interveaving of major single elements.” 5! Air commanders
equated "modera” with “sil” Despite rralizing that North Kores wss not & modera
natioq like World War 1I Germany or Japan, they believed that ettacks on electric
pover would help destroy the enemy's social cohesion. They viewed the North net oaly
as a0 integrated society, but also as one treasuring its meager industrial prowess. Yet
the heart of North Kores was agriculture. Not until Weyland raided the irrigation dams
in May 1933 did bombing prove truly threatepring 10 the Communisis. Weyland,
however, was relucisat Lo sttack the duns both because he had personsl misgivings
about s campaign designed o starve people and dercsure Air Ferce doctrine shunned
direct stiacks on enemy moraie.i53 v

Weyland's dam raids were significant because of their timing as well as
because of the target. Occurring witk.a days of Dulles' communication thst Fisenhower
intended to mount a nuclear offeasive, the raids demonstraizd that the President meant
tc remove the war's political controls. With no negative objectives to restrain Ameri-
caa military pover, Eisenhower could devastate North Kores and Manchuria. Nuclear
weapons wruld destroy populstions in addition to military targets. The destruction of

131 Air Force Manual 1-8. 1=, 1934, p 4.

1320ne notes with interes: inat neither Clark in Korea nor Eisenhower in World Wer I1
had any teservations about te-eating civilisns to produce s quicker peace. This is not to
imply that Army officers ha. A scruples than sirmen sbout killing civilians, for
Ridgway applied msiur restraints to the sir campaign in Korea. Yot it may suggest that
Air Force officers consider their mission, conducted at high aititude with the aid of
modern technosgocial asssts, mors pristine than that of their counterparts on the
ground.
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people threatened, much like the dam attacks, the existence of North Kores, and neither
the Chinese nor the North Koresns would tolerate the country's demise.

American strategic bombding in Worid War 11 also threstened the nstional
exisience of an enemy. The absence of negative objectives, demonstraied by a policy of
uaconditions! surrender, permitted the Army Air Forces to attack the Axis relentiessiy.
la targeting industrial capacity, the raids struck both an essential component of the
enemy's ability to fight and & fundaments) sspect of socisl organizatioa. The industrial
areas of Germany and Japan were “vital centers™ of the nstions' welfare. Their
destruction threatened much more than the ubility (o win; it threaiened survival.

Thd experience of World War 11 and Xores revealed that Americsa political
resolve influenced the effectiveness of air pover as s politicai instrument. The more
menscing air power appeared (o an enemy's essential concerns, the more effective it
was in accomplishing political objectives. Air Forc: and civilian leaders alike
imperfectly understood this link between strategic targeting and national goals. Air
commanders showed the lack of unde-* ,nding in their doctrine; civilian authorities
would dispiay it when they tried to apply air p:‘-vat as & political tool in the skies over
North Vietnam.




CHAPTER 11
ROLLING THUNDER: WAR AIMS AND POLITICAL OBJECTIVES

We would have to calculate tha effect of such military actions [as
bombing North Vietaam) against & specified political objective. That
sbjective, while being cast in tarms of eliminating North Vistnamese
coatrol and direction of the insurgency, would in practicsl tarms be
directed loward collapsing the morale and the seif-assurance of the Viet
Cong cadres now oporating in South Vietnam aad boistering the morale
of the Khach regime. We could not, ¢f courze, be sure that our objective
cottid be ackisved by any means within the practical range of our

cplioas.
Robert S. McNamars, 16 March 196¢/

Littls more than s decade after the Korean War, the United States began
fighting anotiher iimited conilict on the Asian contineat. in many ways, the war in
Vistasa paralielad the struggle in Kores: Americe fought to preserve an independent,
non-Cemmunist state; the Soviot Union and Ching backed the Communint uggresscrs;
end negative objectives limited the applicaticn of United States military force. Once
ancre, Amorican pelitical lecders relied on tir power as & primary means to stop
Communist sncroachment. Yot the two wars dispiayed key differences: the go;uuphy
of the conflicts varied greatly: the United Nations did not fight in Vietnam; the South
Vistnamess government lacked the Rability of its South Korean couvanterpart; and the

IMemorandum from Robert S. McNamara to the President, “US Policy towards Viet Nam.”
16 March 1964, National Security Files, NSC Moetings File, Vol. 1, Tab S, L.yndon Beines
Johnson Lirrary, Austin, Texas, Box 1, p. 7. This memorandum became NSAM 238 on 17

March.
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Vistoam VWar, during the Lyndon johnson ers, was primarily s guerrills struggie,
whiie the war in Korea was thrsughout & conventional conflict ?

These distinctions--sad others--produced unique circumstances for civilian
leaders wrestling with the Vietaem war. For msay Johnson sdministration officials,
the backdrop of Korea colored their views on Vietaam. Savaral had spsat their
formative years a3 junior statesmen during the Korean War, and sgein they faced the
possibility of Chinese (and Soviet) intervention on behalf of a Commuaist aily. They
had also viewed Cold War crises in Beriin, Cuba, snd Lsos during jJohn Kennedy's
sdministration. Many officlals perceived the North Vietnamese-becked insurgency in
South Vietaam as part of s larger plan for Communist dominstion in Southeast Asis.
Afer ssarching for a means o preserve s non-Communist South Vietaam, Johasun and
his principal clviihn advisors finally agreed on air power. The decision to bomb the
North did not, however, represeat s consensus over the air effort's political objectives.

The “"Rolling Thunder® air campaign was, in many respects, & conpromise mesas to
sscure & myriad of results.

YAR AIMS

Four days after becoming President, Lyndon Johason anncunced in National

Secjril /iction Memorandum (NSAM) 273 that
k.
it remains the central objective of the United States in South Vietnam o
assist the people and government of thet country to win their contest
sgainst the externally directed and supported communist conspiracy.
The test of all US decisions and actions in this ares should be the
effectiveness of their contribution to this purpose.3

Four months later, NSAM 283 echoed those sontiments. The memorandum
stemmeod from a trip to Vietnam by Secretary of Dofense Robert S. M:Namars and

2The assertion that Vietnam, from 1964 to 1968, was "primarily s guarsills struggie”
contradicts Harry Summers’ contention in Qn Strategy (Novato, CA: Presidio Press, 1982)
aad wiil be explained fully in Chapter IV.

SNSAM 273,26 November 1963, National Security Files, Natioual Security Action
Mamorandums, johnson Library, Boxes 1-9,p. 1.
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Chelrsaun of the Joint Chief: of Staff Maxwell Taylor. The two examined the pew Souvsh
Vietnamess governnent of Nguyen Kbhankh, whoe iaed taken power ia & coup on 30
Jaavary. Mcdemars cencluded ihat the Khaah regime wes in deager of collapsing %o
the North Tiestnamese-backed Viet Cong and recommended that the United Statez assuime
an dcreesed role is praserving the Southern gsveramal Johoaen agreed,
Gesigasling the Secretary’s wriitten analysis of the situction a3 NSAM 288 on 17 March
1964. Jichamara's memoranducx pnoied *het the Uniied States sought "2 independent
non-Communist South Vieteam . . . (which) must be fres . . . 0 accept oulside sssistance
¢s required Lo maleialn its security "4 This stetement would serva 8s Americe's positivo
petitical objective uatil the President’s decision ot the end of March 1358 (o curtaii
Rolting Thuader. McNasacs 2aphatized that achieviang this goal would yield act only
a0 independent South Vistaum, bt 4290 2 stuble Southern gaverament. In o March 1964
ssecch, he procluinsed: “When the day comes that we can afsly vikhdrav, we expect Lo
jeave an independetil 1-ad stable Sonrh Vietnam, rich with resources and bright with
proegecis for contridbuting to the pesce and prospority of Southeest Asis sod the
wrld"3

Akthouge e rdviwnes, nowbly Special Aseistant for Netional Security
Affairs McGecrge Buedy sad Sscretary McNamara, evontually absadoned their
coasiiigrest W \he memorzadum’'s Joal. the frexidon remained devoted to it. "Ko mat-
ter bow auch e might hape for come (Rings.” a dicheartsnod McHemara wrile
Johosor Swo yeurs afisr psra:ng RSAM 288, “:ur CONMALDEN! it ADL: . . . (o ZRAFaNted
taa* the mif-chrann govaramsent lof Soush Vistaaa: is ros-Cosamunist . . . and to insist
that the indepeaden’ Suwih Yietaam tewain coparsie Srom Morth Vietnam "6 The

A et

“%oil Cheeban ot ul.. Tha a Popsr: (wam Naatan Books, In<., 1971), p. 283

Susoted in Townsend Bosee, The Limils of [eisrvantiag, -New York: David McKay
My Inc., 1969}, 9. 19.

ST Peaiogon Pascs: Tae Dotee s Doperimect Aistary of Usitod Siales
Decisieapaking in Vistrap Srauiar Gravel Efition (Boston: beacoa Preas, 1971), Vol. 3:
172.
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Presidoct thought otherwise. He rejected the Secretary's suggestion to issue & new
NSAM redefining the American positive goal as 4 compromise peace. Johnson believed
that rene2isg oo the original commitmont to South Vietnam would lesd tn veakened
military ties in Europe and the Middie East. American allies “throughout the vorld
wou'ld conciude our word was worth little or nothing," be ressoned. “Moscow and
Peking could no! resist the oppostunity to expend their control into the vacuum of
| power We would ieave behind us."?

’ NSAM 283 rovealod the “ear of Johnson and his principal civilian advisoss
| that an Americaa feilure o stop the Communist insurgency in South Vistnam would
l result in the spread of Comamuanism throughout Southeast Asia. They also believed that
the fall of South Vietnam wouid produce a corresponding loss of American nrestige
» around the vorid. The tmemoranduse lebeled the Vietnam conflict “ss s test case of US
capacity to belp a nation meat & Commuaint ‘war of nstional liderstion. "8 McNamars
cautioned against overtly epplying American military force to support the Southern
goverament. He eacouraged insiead a program of "pacifying” the South Vieltnamess
populace with the aid of American military and economic sdvisors. Yet he
acknowicdged that direct military prossure against North Vietham might ane day be
sscessary. “The US at all levels must continue to make it emphatically clear that we are
preparvd 15 furnish assistance tnd support for as long as it takes to bdring the
insrgaicy under control,” he observed.?

Numerous rationales blended to “justify” the positive political objective
stated in NSAMs 273 and 288. Besides contsining Communiss and preserving American
prestige, South Vietaam's survival would allow its inhabitants to secure “¢ destiny
independant of Hanoi™ Many administration officials believed that the United States

TLyndon Baines johnson, The Vantese Point (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1971). p. 152.

$Shechan, p. 284. Ses slto johnson, p. 120.
McNemars Memorandum, “US Policy towards Viet Nams.” p. 8.
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bad ¢ commitnent 0 defend Jouth Vietaam Xemming from the Southeast Aszia Treaty
Orgenization (SEATO). Taylor felt that American complicity ia Ngo Diak Diem's
swesdigation desanded firm action to ushold South Vietnax. Cherter Cooper, the
Assizxaat for Asian Affsirs on Johnton's White Houss Siaff, asscrted that & perceived
sen e of aission to cave the worid from Comnuaism caused the United States to support
the South. "Who waats to yisld to China and the Sovisi Union7" the Fresident asked &
Coluaabis Univeil #ty Listory professor. Jolinson 2avw North Vieinam as a client state of
the Commuanist suprrpowers, much like Truman hal considered Korth Kores ¢ netion
comiralied by Moscow.!® The Prosident also belivved \kay yietding to the Nozth
Vietacne e-directed insurgency would ¢chibit American impotesce. "1 was sure,”
Johnscn remarked, “:het once we showad how weak ve were, Moscow And Peking would
|Move in o Mash 10 sxploit our wveakness. And s0 weuld begin Vorld Ware 111" VWhile
Johnson and his advisors ail pursued the same positive goal--an independeat, stable,
nop-Communist South Vietuam--they sought tha: goal for ¢ multiplicity of reasons.
Their differing conceras wouid affect how aach viewed the ides of American military
interveation.i!

In oddition to the positive political objective, negative goals shaped the
United States militasy effons. bohnson aid Ais civilian advisors piaced an overriding

1%t became increesingly fear that Ko Chi Minh's milite:y campaign sgainst South
Vistnam was part of a lar7 6, uch more ambitious strutegy being conducted by the
Communists. . . . Fekin g 7es promising Hanos full support and was urging ‘ware of
nstional libenuon' ar cae solutio= to sii the problems of non-Communist
underdeveloped nci’ ons,” wrote Johnson of the 196¢-£3 period. See The Vantase Point.
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(Englewind Cliffs, NJ: Prontice Hall, 1970), p. 149; Doris Kesrns, Lyndon Juunson and
the American Dream (Now York: Signet, 1976), p. 264. See also Beraard Brodie, War snd
Politics (New York: MacMillon Publishing Compesy, Inc.). pp. 116-17; Larry Secman,

MMMWWW (Nsw York: V. W.
Norton and Company, 1982), pp. 130-31:and Georg+ C. Herring, America's Longost ¥ar:
The Usnited Stetes and Victnaw 19%0-1973

(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1979), pp.
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emphasis o2 previnting Chinese or Soviet active participation in the conflict. “Above

all eise. 1 did not waat W jesd this aation and the vorld inlo auckser wae or even the

risk of such & war," the Presiden: commented.!2 Afer Nikita KRrushchev's ouster la

iate 1964, the Soviets invited North Vietnamese delegates to Meacow for laiks, sad ia

; February 1963 they agieed to assist in “sArengikening the defense potentiai” o the

North. The Sovists signed an additioaal agreement for economic and mititary assis-

tance in July.!1? During this spen the Chinese directed the North Vietnamese to refuse

} any American atiempt to niegotite.!4 Johnson thougne ihs North Vietasm possessed

‘ secrat treaties with the Chinese aa| Soviets, aad that incre? 'ag force beyond s certain

| leval would trigger Communist superpower iavotvement.!3 Thal involvement could in

l tirn jesd (v nuciear conflici. His fear of auciear war was "¢ifficult to overestimate,”

observed Secretary of Stats Dona Rusk. “That box [containing ihe comaand mechanisms

roeded 1o lsunch puclessr Tespors) constaatly fellowed the President and hung like o
aliistone eround his neck " 16

Rusk and McNamars doth bolieved that dramatic moves to expand the war

would have the direst coasequences. “A commi‘ment in South Vietnam is one thing.”

Rusk declarod during & 22 July 1965 mseting of Johnson's top advisors, "but s

commitmenii to preserve another socialist state is quite another. This is s distinctior we

mus bear ip mind."’7 Auempting 1o cccupy North Vietnam with conventional farces

hjahmn. p.193.

I13CIA Specis! }amorandusm No. 11-53. “Future Soviet Moves in Vietnam,” 27 April 1965,
National Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, joly
1963, Vol. 3, johnson Library, Box 41; CIA Special Memorancum No. 13-63, "Soviet
Tectics Concerning Vietaam,” iJ July 1963, National Security Files, NSC distory:

“Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1963," Vol. 6, Johnson Library. Box 43.
14]pid.

5)ohnson, pp. 66-67.

16]nterview of Dean Rusk L¥ the sutzor, Athens, Goorgis, 15 July 1983.

17°Cabinet Roow» Meeting Motes, 22 July 196%,” Meeting Notes File, 21-27 july 1965
Meotings on Vietasm. Johnson Library.” Box 1. p. 22.
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would, he felt, have resulied in nuclear wsr against China 18 As Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Esstern Affairs during the Korean War, hs had seen firsthand the effects
of miscalculating Chinese intentions. McNamars, toco, was sensitive to the prospectsof o
wider war. Although not & member of the Truman administraiion, he (like Rusk) hed
played s key role in resolving the Cuban missile crisis, the worid's clossst brush with
auclesr holocaust.

Preventing Chinese or Soviet intervemtion—and hence World War III--
became s goa!l of equal importance to that of establishing South Vietnamese inde-
pendencs. Yet the objective was s negative one that limited the application of force
throughout Rolling Thuader. Nearly s month after the start of the 1368 Tet Offensive,
the President told ssaman on the carrier Constallation that e could do little to increase
pressire an Hanoi. "We don't want & widsr war,” he declared. "Thoy (the North
Vietnamess) have two big brothers that have more weight and people thaa I have 19
To assure that the war resained limited. lohason prohibited military actions that
threatened, or that the Chiness or Soviets might perceive as threatening, the survival
of North Vicinam. The Presideant ra4 his civilian advisors slro made numerous
announcemerts, both public and private. that the Upited States did not seek to destroy
the Haooi regime.20

18pusk interview, 15 July 1983. Walt W. Rostow, Chief of the State Depsriment's Policy
Plenning Council and Iater Special Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs. offers s contrasting opinion. "[There was) no way you could've got the Chinese |
involved, uniess you went to the Red River Delta [with ground t. j0ps) and I';s not suve |
sbout that.” Interview of Rostow by the suthor, Austin, Texas, 235 May 1986. i
19"Summsary of the President's Breakfast with Boys on Carrier Coastelistion ™ 19

February 1968, Tom Johnson's Notes of Mestings, Lyndon Beines Johnson Library, Box

2

01y, les of this message relay occurred in the winter of 1965. On 24 February,
the Ame...sn ambassador to Poland informed his Chinese counterpart that “the United
States had no designs on the territory of North Vistnam, nor any desire to destroy the
DRY [Democratic Republic of (Borthr{Vietnml.“ Cansadian emissasy Blair Seaborn
communicated the same message to Hanoi officials the soxt month. See The Pontegon

Papers. Gravel edition, 3:330.
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Along with the desire o avoid s coanfrontation with the Communist
superpawvers, other negative objectives restrained the employmeny of military force.
Foremost among these was Johnson's intention (o preserve his domestic social pro-
grams. The vision of & "Great Society” was s longtisee goal, and the President refused to
fet Vielnsn shatter his dream. The war, however, preseated him with o disturding
dilemma. He recalied:

1 know from the start that 1 was bound to be crucified either way I
moved. If ] eft the v wman I really loved--the Great Society--in order to
got involved with that bitch of a war on the other side of the world, then
I would lose everything at homs. . . . But if | left that war and let the

Communists take over South Vietnam, then I would be seen as s coward
and my astion would be seen a3 an appesser and we would both find it

lmlblo 12 accomplish anything for anybody anywhere on the entire

Johnson feared that & massive increads in American forcs would divuige the
seriousness of the threat to South Vistnam, thereby causing the focus of Congressionai
and public attention to shift away from the social programs that he cherished. A repid
increase in military pressure would have further repercussions. The President hoped
to sscure a favorsble perception of the United States in Third World nations. Too much
force in Vietnam might cause those countries to view the American effort as motivated
by imperial ambitions or feelings of racial superiority. Johnson also wished to
maintain the support of NATO and other Western allies. The greater the effort in
Vistnam, the more sllies elsewhere would question the ability of the United States to
sustain its mary military commitments.

Johnson's negative objectives produced the major principle of American
stratogy in Vietnam: gradusl response. America's political leaders believed that mili-
tary force was necessary (o grarantee the South’s existence, yet, because of negative
ebjectives, they could not commit unlimited military power. Johnson and his advisors
slowly increased the tempo of America's combat involvement, pausing frequently to

2iKearns, p. 263.
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examine results in the light of boik positive and negative goals. Msay individuals,
iacludiag large numbers of high-ranking officers, viewed the military effort as an
uacoordinated series of fils and starts 32 In fact, the gradually escalsting air and
ground campaigns were carefuil ' orchestrated attempts to achieve American political
objectives. The orchestration lacked harmony. however. The coaduct of Rulling
Thunder epitomized the discord among the President's civilian counselors over how

best to employ alr power (o achiave the nation's war aims. The group never s'iained
unsaimity on Rolling Thuader's purpose, and, as & result, the air campaign’s political
goals often varied.

RATIONALE FOR AN AIR CAMPAIGN, SPRING AND SUMMER, 1964

On 20 February 1964, Johnson told his principal civiliaa and military
sdvisors (o "speed up” contingency plsaning for "pressures against North Vistnem."
“Particuiar atiention should be given,” he announced, "to shaoing such pressures 5o as
to produce the magimum credible deterrent effect on Hanoi."23 With this directive, the
President provided the initial political goal of & projected air campaign against North
Vietaam. NSAM 288 phrased this objoctive as “¢climinsting North Vietnamess conlrol
sad direction of the insurgency."24 The memorandum offered two additional sims of &
potential air effort: to desiroy the mosle of Viet Cong cadres, aad to bolster the morale
of the Southern regime. Further cbjectives emerged during the year preceding Roll-
ing Thuader'sinitiation: to signal to Hanoi the firmness of Amarican resolve to defend

the South, to imposs “a tax” on North Vietnam for supporting the insurgency, "to create

232Dougias Kinnard, The War Mansgors (Hanover, NH: University Press of Nev England,
1977), pp. 24-23. Kinnard's work reveals percoptions of the war from 111 Army

generals vho commanded in Vielnam.

23Pentagon Pepers. Gravel edition, 3: 154.
MMcNanars Memorandum, “US Policy towards Viet Nam,” p. 7.
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conditions for a favorable seitiement by demonstrating o the North Vietasmese that
the odds are against their vinging.” and 0 incresis Amcrices leverage with the
Southern government.23 None of these goals dominated the collective Lsinking of
Johnson's civilian adviscrs regarding the morits of o bombding campeigna. Military
chiefls, meanwhile, viewed the objective of ¢ potential air offort as eliminating North
Vietnsm's support of e iasurgency. This dichotomy caused Assistant Secrelary of
State for Far Eastsran Affsire Villiaa Bundy to comment in June 1964 that a need existed
for “a clearer definition of just what should be hit n.ad hew thoroughly, and above all,
for what objective.”#

In NSAM 288, McNamars directed the joint Chiofs of Staff (JCS) to devalop &
program of "Gradusted Overt Military Pressure” against North Vietnam that would
include "air attacks against military and possidly industrial targets."27 American aand
Seuth Vietnamese pilots would jointly conduct these raids, which could begin after s 30-
day notice. The Secretary also proposed s more limited program of retaliatory raids
which covid begin after 72 hours notification. The U3 responded w0 MicNamars's
request on 17 April 1964 with Operstions Plan (OPLAN) 37-64, developed by the
Commsnder-in-Chief, Pacific Command (CINCPAC), Admiral Harry D. Felt. Ths pian
linked retalistory raids to continuous bombing of gradually incressing itlensity, thus
allowing a sequential implomentation of McNamera's two suggested programs. Felt's
plan further assumed that the President would order an ai ° campaign "for the purpose
of: (1) causing the DRV [Democratic Republic of (Nortk) Vietaam) to stop supporting

BGuenter Lowy. Americs in Yistasm (New York: Oxford University Prees, 1978), p. 374;
Rostow interview, 23 May 1986; McNamars Momorandum to the Prasident, “Program of
Expended Military and Political Moves with Respect to Vistnam,” 26 June 1985, National
Security Files, NSC Meetings File, Vol. 3, Johnson Library, Box 1, p. 1, McGeorge Bundy
Memorandum to the President, “A Policy of Sustained Reprisal,” 7 February 1963,
Peatason Papers Gravel edition, 3:311.

26pentagon Papers. Gravel edition, 3: 176

27McNamars Memorandum, “US Policy in Viet Nam,” p. 7.
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the Viei Cong and Pethet Lao aad (2) reducing its capabdility 1o renew such suppert.”38
Targets included sirfields, bridges, supply and ammuaition depots, petroleum storage
facilities, and North Vistaam's “industriat bage.” American snd South Vistnamess forces
would also mine North Vistnamsse ports. The XS estimated that, by sugmentiag the
South Vistnamess Air Force with American Air Force and Navy air uaits available in
ths Vestern Pacific, infiltration targsts such as suppiy depots and petroisum storage
areas could be destroyed in 12 days, and the remaining largets in an edditional 34 29

In iste May, the )CS modified their plan. As part of a “Thirty-Day Vietnas
Scenario® devsloped by the State Department, the Joint Chisfs proposed air strikes
beginning on Dey Fifteen cgainst North Vietnam's transporiation system. Mining
would accompany the effort. Attacks would then occur against targets having
"aszinum psychologicsl effect on the Norih's willingness to stop vhe insurgeacy--POL
[Petroleum, Oil, aad Lubricants] storage, sslacted sirfields, barsacke/traiting aress,
bridges. reilroad yards, port facilities, communicetions, and industries” The raids
would coatinue, despits axpected negotintions, until the United States received "clear
evidence™ that North Vistnam had stopped supporiing the insurgency.3?

Noae of the President's principal civilian advisors recommended that he
should immediately exscutc the plsa; instead, they advocated intensive diplomatic
sfforts ol o ssitioment. McNamars refused to accept the Joint Chiefs' proposel without
further information. On 30 May he asked the JCS to obtein CINCPAC's views on o series
of quest ons. Among them were: “What military aclions, in asceading order of gravity,
mighi be taken to impress Hanoi wilk our intentions to strike Nerih Vietnam? What
should be the purpose and pattera of the initial air strike against North Vietnam?" and

#psntagon Papers. Gravel edition, 3: 165. The start of & North Vietaamese-backed
Communiet offensive against Souvanns Pho)ma's Leotisn goverament on 17 May
caused the XS to tailor tiscir plans to supporting non-Communist forces in Leos as well

as Souis Vietnss.
bid.. p. 166.
391hid.. p. 168.
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‘Ho¥ might North Vietaam and Commucist Chine respond to these escalaling
prossuras?3t

The Joiat Chiefs replied to McNamara's querics in 2 2 June memorandum by
stating that thoy oo suffered from an insufficient Fnowledge shout poiential wvarfare
ia Vietam. They expreswd anxiety over the “lack of a definition” of American mili-
tary goalt ins Vietaam, declaring that it was “their first obligsiion to define s militarity
valia objective for Southcast Asis and thea sdvocate & desiradie course of action to
achieve that objective.” Asa result of this perceived void, the Joiat Chief3 advised that
“tae United States should seek through amilitary actions to accrmnlisk destruction of the
North Vistuamess will aad capadilities s necessary o compel the Democratic
Jovernment of Vietnam (o cease providing support to the iasurgencies in South
Vietnem and 1aos.” Large Jdoses of swiftly-applied air power would, they believed,
sccomplish the requisite damage. The officers diew a distirction between destroying
North Vietnam's capability to suppert insurgencies and “an enforced changing of
policy . .. which, if achisved, may well be temporary.” They believed that this fsseer
objective was insdequate for the current situsiion, aithough they agreed that it could
guide initial combat operations.?2 “We recommended what we called & sherp, suiéen
blow which would huve, ia our opinion, done ssuch to paralyze the enomy's capability
to move his equipment around and supply people in the South,” recalied Air Furce Chief
of Staff General john P. McConneil 33

The Honolulu conferencs. convened in serly June “to clarify issues with
respect (0 oxerting pressure on North Vietnam,"3* showed that neither the Chairman of

3iCable from the Chairmsa, JCS to CINCPAC and CINCMACV, 30 May 1964, Pontagon
Papare, Gravel edition, 3: 74-73.
32)CSM-471-64, 2 Juae 1964, Pentagon Papers Gravel edition, 3: 144, 172.

33US Congress, Senats, Conmittes on Armed Services, Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittoe, Air Wer againgt North Vistaam, 90ta Cong., 1ot sess., part 3, 22-23 August
1967, p.212.

MPpentagon Papers. Gravel odition, 3: 172.
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the Joiat Chieis aor the Prasident’s top civilian advisors agreed with the 2 June
memorsadum. Chairmsn Mexwell Taylor had out endorsdd the document, and he
argued sgainst it in Hawaii. ARer the conferencs, he advised McNamara not to limit
American optious t0 large-scale air assaults. The future cmbaseador 10 South Vietaam
belisved that strikes of lesssr iniensity thae thoss previously suggsested by the Joint
Chiefs would persuade North Vietaam 10 stop supporting the Viet Cong. He further
noted that civilian officials would probedly profer “demonstrative atrikes™ that would
permit them Lo increese intensity if the raids failed 33

The Honolulu Conference also revealod the fack of conseasus among the
President's civilian counssiors regarding the political utility of bombing WNorth
Vietnam. Autsnded dy McNomara, Rusk, William Buady, C1A Dirsctor John A. McCone,
Amt sssador 1o South Vietaax Heary Cabot Lodge, aad chief of the interagency Vietaaa
Coordinating Committes Williem H. Sullivun, as well as Taylor, Admiral Feit, and Gesierat
Villism C. Yestmorsisad, the nev Commander of the US Military Assistance Command,
Vietoam (MACY), the conference clarified liie concerning dombding policy. The
discussion of North Vietaam “was limited (o assessments of the DRV's gnilitary
capabilitics, parsicularly its air defenses, and their implicutions for the feasidility of aa
sir atisck. Policy aspects of air aperstions agninst the Korth were nut mentioned.”36

The conferesa did not discuss the political goals of a projected air campaign
becaus: they could not agres on the objectives of such an efferi; the campaign finally
began in March 1967 bocsuse & majority perceived that bombing would help secure
vhat each iadividually feit was the unique ingredient nesceteary for an independent,
stable, aon-Communist South Vietnam. The President was & part of thet msjority, and,
tike his advisors, had personsl sims thal he sought through dbombing. He refused o
order the crmpalga untit botk he and his advisors had faith in its success.

$31hid.. p. 179.
%hid. pp. 172-73.
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At the Uime of the Honolulu Conference, most of the President's principal
couaseiors thought that the bombding advocated by the Joiat Chiefs was unnecessary o
preserve South Vietnam. Despite the US Intelligence Poard's contontion in late May
1964 that “the majcr sources of communist streagth in South Vietosm are indigenous”
the sdvisors belisved that the Viet Cong lacked the capacity to overthrow the South
Vistaamess government without Northera support. “The Viet Cong standing alone did
aol have the capadility of mizing South Vietaam--under a0 circumstences’”
commented Rusk. Walt ¥. Rostow, Director of the State Department's Policy Plaaning
Council in 1964, noted that “North Vietacm controlied the VC (Viet Cong). We never had
any worry about the political power of the Communists in the South.” Even Under
Secretary of State George W. Ball, who emerged as the administration's chief critic of 8
bombing campaign, scknowviedged that the Nerth direcied the insurgency. In 8 9
October memorandum, he observed that an air effort against North Vietaam would cast
the United States as “s great power raining destruction on & smsll pover becavse we
sccused that small power of instigating what xuch of the world vould quite yrongly
rogard as aa indigenous rebeltion 37

Whiie reatizing that the North Vietasmese had increassd support io the Viet
Cong. Johnson's top advisors did not think that the situation i June 1964 marited
cosi.'auous bombing. 3% McNamars and Rusk noted Lodge's suggestion that sttacking
the North would “boistar (Southern] morale and give the populstion in the South s
feeling of unity."3 They did not, however, wish to begin raids irrespsctive of the

370ral History Intsrview of Villiam Bundy by Paige E. Mulholian, 26 Msy 1969, Tape 1,
Jobnson Library, p. 23; SNIE 50-2-64, 23 May 1944, Pentason Papers Gravel edition 3:
123; Rusk intarview, 19 July 1983; Rostow intarview, 23 May 1986; George W. Ball, "How
Valid Are the Assumptions underlying our Viet-Nam Policies? 3 October 1964, The
Atlantic 238 (July 1972), p. 46, emphaais added.

3815wy, p. 29; Villiam Bundy interview, 26 May 1969, Tege 1, p. 23. The first reguinr
North Vietnamese infantry regiment did not depast North Vietnam for the South until
September or October 1964. See Lowy, pp. 39-40.

3%9at:son Popers. Gravel editica, 3:173.
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political sad military situstioa in the South. The Khanh goverament had not
demonsiraied irue stability and continued to lose territory to the Viet Cong. If the
mililary situstion dictsted the need for alr pover, both Secretaries preferred to apply it
agsinst ihe backdrop of & strong Southern regime. McNamsrs supported Taylor's
recommendation for “demonstrative strikes™ against limited military targets should the
North continue incressing insurgeat support.4® 0a 13 Juae, the President concurred
with hisedvisors’ proposal L0 restrict American military actions unless the Communists
resorted o “drastic messures."4!

North Yietnam's alloged attacks in early August on American destroyers in
the Gulf of Toakin 2 followed by the near-collapse of the Shanh government lster
that month, changed the war's complexion for those charged with directing United
States interests in South Vietnem. The Tonkin Guif incideat provided johnson with the
opportunity to request a Congressional resolution that vould demonstrate the American
goverament's firm resolve to opposs Communist aggression in Southeast Asis. The
Dregident thouaht that auhlic hacking was ssseatiaf befars aanlying large doses of
military pressure against Hanoi 43 Despite Congress’ swoeping endorsement of the
Tonkin Gulf Resolution, however, he rofused (0 begin continuous bombing of the
North. His civilian advisors--whoe suppeorted his decis.on to retaliate with five
sirstrikes--did not think that the time was ripe for s sustained air campaign.

New Ambassador i0 South Vietnam Maxwell Taylor believed ihat tke United
States would eventually have to begin continuous bombing to induce Hanoi “to cease its
efforts to take over the south by subversive warfare.” johnson had given Taylor
“"overall responsibility . . . [for] the whole militery offort in South Vietaam.” and the

€OLpid.. p. 127.
411bid . p. 181.

42While the North Vietnsmese apparently aitacked the destroyer Maddoz on the
suraing of 1 August, considerable doubt remains whether they attacked the Maddox

and the C. Turper oy on ¢ August. Ses Herring, pp. 119-22.
43Pentagen Papers. Gravel edition, 3: 180.
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formes general provided the State Department with » detailed description of his views
on 18 August. Taylor argued against beginning an sir campaign defore the Saigon
government achieved greater stedility. He did not foresee ¢ sturdy Southern regisme
prior to his “target D-Day” of 1 Jeauary 1963. Until then, he aseerted that "we shouid be
developing & posture of maximum readiness for a deliberals sscalation of pre- wre
sgainst North Vietnam.™ Assuming that Khanh solidified his position sad Hasoi
continued to support the Viet Cong. “s carefully crchesisated bombing attack on North
Vietnam, directed primarity at infiltration and other militery targets,” should begin
with the new year. Prior to | Jasuary, the United Siates shouid attack across the border
in Laos to stem the supply flow to the Viet Cong. Taylor acknovwiedged that he had not
carved his ideas in stone. "VWe must always recognize . . . that events may force [the) US
to advance D-Dey to & considerably earlier date.” he remarked 44

State Department officials Rusk and Wiliiam Bundy searched for means boih
to improve Southern morsle aad to pressure the Nosth. A clish involving Catholics,
Suddhiists, and Visi Coag resuiied in aaarchy ia Saigon by mid-Augusi. Decaiise of ihe
chaos, the State Department focused on resioring the Southera government before
laitisting “serious systematic pressures” againct North Vietnam. “The hope . . . through
'64 was that if you had 10 act you'd be adle to act in support of & goverament that had
shown it had s degree of legitimacy and o mandate,” Bundy reflected. 45 Like Taylor,
Buady and Rusk thought the! s continucus sir campaign ageinsi the North could not
begin before | January 1963.

In s cable to the new ambassiados, they suggested conducting covert air esd
nsval operations to “foreshadow™ continual pressurss. The two asserted thei the
Communist responss o such clandestine sctions might trigger an air campaign, as

41Latter, Lyndon Johnson to Maxwell Taylor, n.d.. Pentagon Papers. Gravel odithl_l. 3
79; Ceble, Taylor to State Deparimes?, 18 August 1964, Pentagor Painers. Gravel edition, 3.

364-48.
4)V¥illiam Bundy interview, 29 May 1969, Tape 2, pp. 1-2.
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2ight “dstorisration in Sculh Vietaam's sitvatiea.” Yot they believed that covert
opozlisns weuld accom plish the Deparimont's objectives at the "lowest level of rist.”
The risk thas mest concernsd the iwe vas the threat of Chines: iaterventien, aad they
foted that Vis? Ceag eggression stemmed from the combined sctions of Hanoi and
Peting 46 Tae fear of Chinese iavolvement plsyed & ie: ge role 13 determir ng how the
Siale Deparimeni loaders perceived the utility of 2a air caxpaign.

Restow exanmiaed the efficacy of peteatinl air strikes from s differeat
perogective. Aa Eighth Air Ferce stoff efiicer who helped sslect targets during Werld
Yar I, Bestow X . «Nght American history ot Oxford afer the war. There he
Silriended Ernest Swiatea, the inventor of ite tank who had devailoped s theory of
sratsgic bembisg similer to that preduced b7 the Air Cerps Tactical School 47 Swiaten
argued 1° it attacks »= ey elemeats of oa eaemy's econemy (sush as 2 pile driver in
the duliding of a tildss? would reader sacmy armies incapebls of fizhting. Eostow
triad » apply Svintea's theory (o Visisam. 1a Iais August 1364, he contended that an
escoinking air effort agalast ceantal components of Morth Vistaam's ecoasmic sad
military structu.e vedld ceaviace fdandl ts step supporting the iasurgsncy. Nerth
Tinssmere 'sadirs Tovld see %ch a campaiga. he mainisined, ss icading to ths
Cratonction of thee NOrtL's asticasi fabric and the loss of autonomy to Chins 48

Mclsmars's office cosisaed the logic of the “Rostew thesis” Dsfense
aaslyss argy  thet Rostow's apprad:d could succeed oaly if the "ailod Stales
raviaced Nertd Vietoam of its seriois inlect to presecve (he Seuithern goverameal
Unless Resoi undersioed that (1) the United 3tatas sought a limited goal through limited
acten; (2) iis commitment to that goal was totst; and (3) a pudblic consensus backed the
poiicy. the wnslysis did aot believe that Rostow's pian corid besr fruit. 1a particular,

46Cabic. State Dapartmoat i- Taylor, 14 August 1964, Pantason Pagers, Gravel editien. 3:
333-37.

Thustow ini visw, 23 May 1986

“Pggingon . Anar1. Gesvel odition, 3:103-110.
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they questioned the ndministration’'s sdility to “legitimize” the raido o the American
public. “The likeiihood and political costs of fallure of the approsch, and the pregmires
for US escalaticn if the early moves should fail, require serious examinstion,” ihey
concluded. /

McNsmars agreed tDat rapidly initisting an air campaiga night produce
uaforessen conszoqueaces. 0o 24 August, the aew Chairmas of the Jint Chiefs, Army
Goneral Earfe C. Whseler, recommonded & “suddes, sharp blow" as the most effective
£eans "W bring hame . . . the intont of the US to briag about cessation of the DRV's
suppurt of insurgescy ia the Scuth." Wheeler pressatsd McNamars vith s revised list
of 94 targeds and propeiod & 16-day serial assault against sil sites. Despite directing the
XS 0 plas for reids w follew the 16-éay offort, Mclamars refused to advocats the
initial propess! uaices Banel provided “suitsdie provecation.” He preferrod iasteed %o
| felloy the "Plaa of Actien.” developed by Amistant Secretary of Defease fer
i lntarastioaal Securicy Affairs (ISA) joha T. Mchasghton. Mchavghion's dosign simed
| 10 coonts as little risk as pocaibis of the kind of military sctisa which vauld be difficukt
t % justify 10 ihe American public sad o preserve whese postible the optisa to have ae |
I US military actiea st all." Lika the jeint Chiefs, Mcilamars ssught te slismiaces the |
|
|
l
|

Nerth's direction of and suppart i¢ the Sewthera insurgeacy. Yet in the sbecace of
mere severe afforts by Hanel, ke vas raluctant ol the end of August 19%4 to promite the ‘
spplication of air pewer i achiove Qis geal 30

The Proaidest also had doudis thet the time was rips W initiste as air
campaiga. O 7 September, he mot with his op military ead civiliaa advisers ie discurs
the crisis in Vistaam. The Joist Chisfs recommended that the United States proveke
Heaei int taking actiras that waald aliow retalistion threvgh s 94-targot schags.

©Paaia. 2 Pagens Grevel oditien, 3: 109-110; 201-02. Original emphasis.

30 JCS)-729-64. 24 Amguat 1954, Pantoren Pagars Grevel editisa, 3: 143; Memorsadun,
McHamirs to the Cheiraen, Joint Chieft of Staff. 31 Angust 1994, Pantages Pasars
Gravel editiec., 3:335-%: Johe T. McNaughten. “Plan of Actisa for Seuth Vietass.” 3
Seplambar 1964 (Secend Draft). Pactagen Fasars Gravel edition, 3: 537.
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Rusk disgreed, arguing for an examinalion of il cseans of persuasion short of
bombding. Both Taylor and McCone consideres an air campaign agaiost the North
dangerous hecause of the Seigon regime’s wveskness. McNaoars 100 feit that Southern
instabdility obvisted an air effort, dut suggesied that bombing should begin if the
Communists vidensd the war. Johnson wor skeptical of bombing's sbility to improve
the situatien and scribbied “Can we reslly strengthen the goverament of South
Vielaam?" oa & note pad. He snnounred that he “did aot wish (o enter the patient in s
10-round bout, 7hes he was in nr shape o hoid out fer ene round. We should goi him
ready for three or fous reunds at loast.”3!

The President refused (o ssnctien the JCS plaa. akhsugh he approved cevert
asval operstions ia the Teakia Gulf and mads previsioas 1o initists limited air strikes
in Lass. He alse approved fulure retalistary sir raldc agaiast Nerth Vistasm. “Ve
should be arepared.” he ordered in NSAM 314, “to respead ea o tit-for-tat basis agaiast
the DRV ia the evont of say attack ea US uaits or aay special IRV /VC actiea sgainst
Sexth Vistaam. The respease far as sttack ea US uaits sheuld be aleag the lines of the
Gulf of Teakia atiacks, against specific asd reiaied tarJets. The respenss for special
actisa against South Vistassm sheuld likewise bs aimed ot Ngecific aad comparsbie
targets. 32

Whils refusis ¢ i condsas & canpaign asgaiast the Nocth, johasea plaated
the sood for air strikes that he could expand inls & coatinvens offert. The justification
for such reids o leager had 1o bo Eath Vistsamens sctieas sguiast Amaricans Viet
Cadg attucks oa South Yietasmens sow sulliced as & preiax: for United States retatiation.
Still, the Presideat refused is taks 247 imuedinte, overt military sction o pressrve the
Saigea govecament Jobasse “kasv {lhst] the sitwatisa lip Sesth Vistaam) wesa't

3iatases Pasars Gravel editien. 3: 110, 143, 193¢, 204 McGoorge Buady.
“Memersadum for Rocerd,” 14 September 1964, Mosting iotes File, johasoa Libcary.
Bex 1.

32McGuerge Beady. "Memerandum for Recerd.” 14 Seplesabor 1364.
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good,” recalled William Buady. “He kaew that it could be on his piste right after the
election, bui he was hoping that it would right itseif"33 The prospecis of an
improvement were dim. Although the turmoil in Saigon produced a Lriumvirate of
Khanh, Duong Van Minh, end Tran Thien Khiem by the end of August, the group never
assumed power. Khaah continued as de facto Prime Minister aad rumors of coups
persisted.

RATIONALE FOR AR AIR CAMPAIGN, FALL 1964

Gredually, during late September and early October. & feeling emerged
among the President’s top advisors that the United States would have W subject North
Vietaan ©0 an air campaign 34 This perception was more 8 mood than s beliof, re-
sulting from frustration more than conviction. MNo consensus hed devoloped that
bombing was the aaswer (o the Vietaam problem; sdvisors ceatinued to pursue
individualistic goals thet each felt would lead to & stable Southsrn regime. The
versaing sitwatien ceused them (o0 consider aMerastives ether thaa diplomatic
initistives, advitory suppart, and covert operations 10 accomplish their objectives. In
reviswiag epliens, thoir thoughts turred to air pewer--a means of appiying military
force with minimal Amarican personnel, s mesas savisioned in NSAM 258, and s neeas
already applied at the Toakin Gulf. Whils Rusk advised against beginaing aa air sffert
for the remainder of 1964, he contended that Johasea should net seek s setthvment ia
Vietaam uatil afier haviag both hurt the Nerth asd coaviaced the Socth of his resolve.
Mciamars aad Mchsughioa concurred that the President sheuld svoid asgotistions
watil ¢ had damaged Nerth Vietaam35S By 3 October, Bull saw the fuadamenial
gueaticas regardiag aa air campaiga ¢s: “Sheuld ve move loward escalstica because of

J3Villiam Dusdy interview. 26 May 1969, Tage 1. p. 33.

HMGerboct Y. Schoadier, The Unmakiag of s President: Lyadea Johasos and Vietoam
(Priacctoa: Princetea University Press. 1977).p.6.

Psniasen Paseis Gravel editiea, 3:204-85.
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the woakness of the governmewuial base ia Saigon in hope that escalation will tend to
festore strength o0 that dase; or can we risk escalation withcut a secure bass and run
the risk thet our positiop may st aay time be undzrmined?"36

The 1 November Viet Cocy atlack on the American air base at Bien Hos
dashed Johnsoa's hepes that t2nsions would subside in South Vietnam. Despite NSAM
314's provisian for relaliatory air strikcs, aad pleas from both Teylor and the Joint
Chiefs, (he President ordered no military response. Job nsen, Rusk, and McNamara
feared that s display of force might trigger Chinese invotvement, and the President had
uh6 eye on the election only days away. His civilian advisors also questioned the
appropristeness of another retaliatory reid. A grest many of us felt that the one-shot
thing, after you did it 8 couple of times, conveyed (¢ Hanoi the ides of westiness'”
Villism Bundy remembered. “[We fslt] that it was far from beiiig useful--if anything, it
tended to pisy itsslf out very quickly."5?

Johason responded 1o Bien Hos by orgsaizing s National Security Councit
(NSC) “Working Greup™ to anslyze sltersatives open to the United States in Vietnsm.
Viiliam Buady chaired the commitise, which inciuded represestaiives from the
Teparimonts of Siets and Defense, the Joint Chiefs, and the CIA. The Vorking Rroup was
o present is findiags to priacipal NSC members, vho would in wrn recommend
aciieas to the Prasidest The represeatstives look three weeks to resch & conclusion.

The greup develeped Lhree plas:s of action, lsbeliod Options A. B, and C. Two
featured & susisined ais offort agaiast North Vistaam. Ogption A was & cotitinuetion of
curreat activity. v iactude prompt reprisals for major Viet Cong sttacks. Oplion Bwasa
hesvy air sessilit the! weuld ceatinve vatil Hamel agreed o quit supporting the
iasurgsacy. Optioa C combined curreat sctivities with & milder air campaigr that
wotild stop ok Ce asgolistinns began. A negetisied otiement snding Hanol's suppert to

Sipall, “How Valid" pp. 37-8.

YN illiam Bundy interviov, 26 May 1969, Tape 2. 9p. 2-6; 23. Pentagon Pagers, Grevel
odition, 3:209.
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the Viet Cong was the announced goal of all options, and the lack of American
bargaining points caused many represenistives o advocale bombing (o gain
negotiating leverage. Yet not all were certain that an air campaign vould deter Hanol.
1a 2 17 November memorandum, Buady noted:

We have many indications that the Hanoi leadership is acutely aad
nervousty aware of the extent to which North Vietnam's transportstion
system and industrial plan is vulnersble to attack. On the other hand,

North Vietnam's economy is overwhelmingly agriculture {gic) and, to &
farge extent, decentralized. . . . Interdiction of imports and extensive
destruction of treasporiation facilities and indusirisi plants would
cripple DRV industry. These actions would also seriously resirict DRV
military capaebilities, and would degrade, though to s lesser extent,
Hanoi's capebilities to support guerrilla warfare in Sov'h Vietnam and
Laos. . . . We do not belisve that atiacks on industrial targets would so
gresily exacerbale currenl economic difficulties as 10 create
uamansagesbie contro! probiems. . . . DRV leaders . . . would probably be
villing te suffer some damage (0 the counlry in the course of a test of
wvills with the US over the course of evente in South Vietaam 38
Some group members ocbserved that implementing Option B would cause: the
United States to demand "unconditionsl surrender” from Hanoi.39 The option specified
that air strikes would stop only when the North Vietnamese demonsirated that they had
quil supporting the insurgencies in Laos sad Vietnam. By insistiag that complisace
include an end to both Viet Cong terrorism and the resistance of pacification efforts,
the slternative required Hanoi to reacuncs its basic goal of unilying Vietnam. An
inteasive air campaign might also heighten the rizs o war with the Communist super-
powers. Vice Admiral Lioyd Mustin, the JCS representative, discounted the possibility of
Chiness or Sovist intervention. “To achieve . . . [our] objsctive . . . 0 causs the DRV o
tsrminsie support of the Southeast Asia insurgencies . . . does not necesserily require
thet we ‘defeat NMorth Vist-Nem.” he asssried, “and it cortainly does nol require that we
dsfest Communist Chiaa. Hence our commitment to SVN [South Vietasm) does aot

iovolve ¢ high probability, let aicne ‘high risk.’ of a major coaflict in Southeast

S8NSC Wor ing Group Draft Memorandusm, 17 November 1964, Peatsgen Papers, Gravel
oditicn, 3 213.

3%enisgon Pas :rs Gravel dition, 3: 226,
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Asis. ®® Robert Johnson of the State Department's Policy Planning Council added
another considerstion: "The threat (of an air ssssuit] may be as importan!, as execution
...in producing desired Communist reactions,” he surmised 6!

Despite Mustin's efforts to win approval for Option B, the Working Group
suggested Oplion C to the NSC principals on 21 November. The representetives saw little
likslihood that Option A could compel an sccord. While viewing Option B as having “a
grester chance than either of the other two of obtaining our objectives vis-s-vis
Hanoi,” they rejectod it because of possible Chinese intervention. Under C, the group
thought “at best . . . ths DRV might feign complisnce and settle for aa opportuaity to
subvert the South anothar day.” More likely was the possidility that South Vietnam's
interaal situation would not improve, which would force “"the difficult decision
whether (o escalate on up to major conflict with Ching "62

Option C was attractive, however, because it was controlisble. An announced
willingness to negotists made the program more appealing than Option B to & majority
of group members. Bundy believed that & bombing camp-ign's odbjective should be the
revival of South Vietnamese morale 53 o gosl supported by any air effort regardiess of
intensity. McNaughton viewed bombing as a substitute for stresgthening the Saigon
government. He expected a continued decline in the competoncy <f the Southern
regime, but thought that sir power might cause Hanoi to siem its suppori to the Viet
Cong. “A less active VC can be handied by a loss efficient GVN [Goverament of (South)
Vistaam)," he ressoned. Should Option C fail, McNaughton felt it “would leave behind a

60 )CS Draft Memosandum, 8 November 1964, Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 3: 218.
¢! Pantagan Pagers. Gravel edition, 3: 226.

62¥iliiam P. Duady aad John T. McNaugkton, “Courses of Action in Southeast Asia.” 21
November i364. Paningen Pagers. Gravel edition, 3:663; 665.

$3Villiem Buady interview, 26 May 1969, Tape 2, p. 6.
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better odor than Option A" by showing that the United States was “willing to keep
promises, be tough, take risks, get bloodied, and hurt the enemy badly.” ¢4

The NSC principais considered the Working Group's conclusions during the
last ‘veek of November 1964. They disagreed over whether Optioa B or C created the
greater risk of Communist superpower intervention, with ¥heeler and McCone
arguing that B provided less risk while McNamars and Rusk maintained the opposite.
Taylor joined the group on 27 November and proposed a combination of Options A and C.
In contrast tc his August recommendations, he suggested initiating ao sir campaign o
help stabilize the Southern government as well as to stop Hanoi's support of the Viet
Coeg. To stem “the mounting lfeeling of war weariness and hopolessness which pervadse
[sic)! South Vietnom,™ the smbassador recommended intensified covert operalions,
reprisn bombings, and altacks or. supply Lrails in Laos. Folloving these measures, the
United States would “begin Lo escalats progressively by atlacking appropsiste targets in
North Vietnan." Justifying the reids oa the need 1o reduce infiltration would allow
Sirikas on such largels as siaging aress, irsining faciiities, and communicaiion coniers.
“The tempo and weight of the attacks could be varied sccording to the effecis sought,”
Taylor asserted. “In its final form, this kind of sttack could extend to the destruction of
all important fized targets ir: North Vietaam and to the interdiction of movement oa ull
lines of communication.” He advised the principals not to negotiate uatit North Vielnam
wvas “hurting.” sad not to permit the North (o win usists it “peid a disproportionate
price 63

Taylor's renarks had s profound affect on the NSC lesders. On 1 December,
they reccmmonded 06 Johnson a two-phased plan airroring the ambasssdor’s
suggestion. Phass | was a 5 ..y extension of currenl activity suppiemented by

¢john T. McNaughton, “Action for South Vietaam,” 7 Novamber 1964, Pentagon Papers.
Gravel edition, 3: 602, 604.

65Text of Briefing by Maxweil Taylor, 27 November 1964, Pagtagon Pagers. Gravel
odilion, 3:666-72.
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reprisals and raids in Laos; Phase 11, an sir campaign against the North of gradually
incressing intensity, would begin once the Seigon government showed signs of
durability. No aegotiations would occur duriag the lirst phase. During the second, the
United States would demand thei Hanoi both stop ’afiltration and "bring sbout a
cessation of VC armed insurgency. 66

The Presicent approved Phase 1 on 1 December dut refused 1o saaction
additional sction. He also declined to make VWilliam Bundy's outline of the two-phased
concept & new NSAM. “Most essential [to bombing the North) is s stable [Southere)
goverament,” jJohason told his advisors. “[There iv] no point in hitting the North if the
South {is] not together." Ee informed Taylor \hal the South Vietnamess must meet
“minimum criteris of performance . . . before an+ new messures against North Vietnam
would be cither justified or practicadle.” These prercquisites included a government
capable of speaking for its populace and of maintaining law and ordor in its cities. The
President directed his ambassador lo make the recuirements clear to the South's
Jeaders. 57

FROM CONTEMPLATION TO REALITY, WINTER 1964-63

In mid-December, the Saigon government's shaky foundations crumbled
further. Supported by high-ranking generals, Khanh sticiapled o resove the titular
head of state, civilitn Fremisr Tran Van Huong. The turaoll prevented Johnson from
respendiag wvhen the Viet Cong bembed a Saigoz hotel on 24 December and killed two
Amsricans. The genstals pledged o support Buong on 9 January, but oa the 27th they
succosded iz removiag him from office. Rioting had begua an the 19th in respenss to
iacreased draft calls. The President remained adamant that he wvould aot start Phase 1%

“l'tyhrbrhﬂu text, Anaex I, 27 Novembe: 1964, Pegptagon Papers Gravel edition, 3:
673.

6"McGourge Buady, "Cobinet Room Moeting Notes.” | December 1964, Meeting Notcs File,
Johasea Libeary, Bex 1. Draft Iasisuctions, johssen to Taylor, 2 Decomber 1964,

Baatira Passrs Gravel editioa, 3:91.
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uatil the South Vietnamess made & conceriod effort to obiain stadility. He cabled Taylor
that be would consider retaliatory air sirikes, provided they could be conducted jointty
b7 Americsn and South Vietnamese pilots within 24 hours of & Viet Cong provocasion.
These ralds would nok begin, however, before evacuating American dependents to
prevent their future targeting by the Viet Cong. The decision 1o begin Phase II--
ssuning s stabilized Saigon government--would “be affectod by [Americaa and South
Vistasmese) performsace in eartior activities.” 68 One of those activities was Operation
Barrel Roll, the Air Force's armed reconnsisssnce of supply trails in Laos. The effort
had begua on 14 December ssa part of Phase [.

The deteriorating situstion in South Vietaam caused Johnson to dispatch
McNsughton and McGeorge Bundy on s fact-i“nding mission (o0 Saeigon in early
February. Vhile they were there, the Viet Cong aliscked the Americar air base at
Pleiku. The raid strepgthened the (o's conviction thet the Uaited States had to
retaliate with air power against North Vietnam. On 6 Februsey, the day befere the
Pleiku atiack, they had drafled 3 momorsadum sdvocaling » “gradusied reprisal
pregram” of air strikes. Afer learning of the Viet Cong foray. they advised an
individual air raid a8 “s clear-cut reprisal for & specific atr( »ity." Theresfier, "reprisel
actions would become less £ad loss related 9 specific VC spectaculars and more sad
more related (o o catalogue of VC outrages ir SVN." McNaughion and Bundy doubted
that air power would guickly end the iasurgency. but maintained that the situstion
demandod an urgsat display of American resolve. They declared: “The judgment is that
s ragular program [ef air strikes] will probably dampen VC activities ig due caurse and

Blicanugs, Johnson to Teylor, 7 jeausry 1- 3, National Security Files, NSC History:
“Deployment of Major US rorces to Vietnam, July 19585,° Vol. 1, Johasna Library, Box €0.
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will probebly iaspire the South Vietassese to more effective efforts. The bolief is
videspread among the South Vietnamose that the US is on the verge of bugging out."69

Ia & memorandum composed or the return flight to Washington, Buady
eisborated on the need for American firmness. He insisted that without "aew US
sction” defeat in Vietnam was inevitadbie. “There is one grave weskness in our posture
in Vietnam which is within our owva power to fix," Buady proclsimed, “and that is o
wvidespread belief that we do not have the will and force and patience and
determination 10 teke the necessary action and stay the course.” Air power offered the
|means to change that perception. Vhile a goal of sustsined bombing would be to
persuade Hanol o adbandon the insurgency, this was “aa important but longer-range
purpose.” Buady asserted thet “the immeodisie and critical targets are in the South--in
the minds of the South Vietasmese and in the minds of the Viet Cong cadres”™ The
United States would not attempt 10 vin an air war over North Victnam, and the
destruction of Communist air defenses would “1a no sense represent any intent o wage
offensive war against the North.” Such attacks vould aim only lo guarsaiee the repri-
sl policy's effectiveness. Buady contended thsat the distinctions betwveen conducting
a8 air var against North Vielnam and aitempling to execute & reprisal policy “should
nol bs difficult to develop.” He Murther bolisved that the Saigon governmeni vas
siroag eaocugh W permil o joiat sir campaign. 79

Shortly alter lsarning of Pleiky, Johason decided to launch retalistory air
sirikes. 1n an NSC meeting o the evening of 6 Fedbruary, the President snnounced that
American and South Vistaamese sircraft would, with Seigon's cencurrence, attack four
targets in the southern part of North Vistnam. Ee sise ordered the evacustion of

. McNaughtea to McNamars and Vance, 7 February 1963, National Security
Files, nscm-y “Deployment of Major US Forces to Visiaam, July 1963, Vel. 1,
Jokason Library. Box 4). Emphesis added. The mesnage, sent ot 1300 Saigen time,
conteined & notation to guaraniss delivery prior to the 0800 NSC meeting on the 7th.
Thirteen hours separated Washinglon and Seigen.

78 cGaorge Buady. "A Policy of Sustained Reprisal,” 7 Fobruary 1965. Pantagon Pagers.
Gravel odition, 3: 309-319.




s

8!

American dependents. The raids occurred on 8 sad 9 Fedbruary uader the code-name
‘Flaming Dart" "I thought that perhaps s sudden aad effective air strike would
convince the leaders in Hanol that we were cericus in our purpose and siso that the
North could ne¢t count on continued immuaity if they persisied in aggression in the
South,” Johnson ister asserted. He did not think thst the limited assault would trigger
Soviet or Chinese intervention. Despite the pressnce of Suviet Premier Alexsei Kosygin
in Hanol, the President believed that the time had come (o demonstirate American
resolve to the North Vietnamese. When Villium Bundy questioned the possibility of
negotistions, Johnson dismiseed the suggestion. “1 just don't think you can staad still
and tske this kind of thing," he retorted.”!

To the President's civilisn advisors, Flaming Dart was the signal for a
susteined bombing of the North. °I think that most of us assumed that this was bound o
measn . . . thal we had 1o set it [bombing] up as a policy and do it,” Buady remembered.
Taylor cabled Johnson snd expressed his satisfaction over what he thought was the
decision (o begin Phase Il operations. When the Viet Cong killod 23 Americans in an
attack on Qui Nhon two days after Flaming Dart, the President again ordered air sirikes
oa the Morth. Yot he did not bill "Flaming Dart 11° as a specific response 10 & particular
insurgent assauit. The rationale for the air raids ves "continued acts of aggression” by
the Viet Cong. and the White House released s long list of Viei Cong incidents occurring
since § February. A joiat US-Seuth Yietnamese statement from Saigon further revealed
the permanent asiure of the 11 Fedruary air sirikes by terming them “sir operations”
rather than “reialistory” riide.”?

Ti*Summary Notes of the 3435th NSC Mesting.” 6 February 1965, Moeting Notes File,
Johasxa Library. Bex 1. p. 2; Johnson, Yaatage Point p. 123; Villiam Bundy interview,
26 May 1969, Tape 2. 9. 12.

2% iiliam Buady iaterview. 26 May 1969, Tape 2, p. 14; Memorandum, Taylor to the
Presidont, 10 February 1963, National Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Major
US Ferces to Vietaam, July 1963.° Vol. 1, Johason Library, Bea 4C; Pentagon Papecs.
Gravs| editica, 3: 306.
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Johoson officisily ordered the sustained sir campaign knowa ac “Rolling
Thuader™ on 13 February. His directive meshed well with the desires of his civilisa
counselors. The Southern governsent's insbility to maintain civil order or stem the
Ude of Viet Cong aggression--matched by Hanoi's increasing support for the
insurgents?3--had csused the momentum for continuous bombing to sccelerate since
the fall of 1964. The advisors still could not agree, however, on the goals of an sir
effort. Nor did their individual perceptions of goals remain constant. On 12 February,
Taylor advocated an air campaign (o bresk the North Vietnamese will 10 support the
insurgeacy. He called for "s siow but inexorable barrage of air sttacks advaacing to
the north, capable of conviacing the Hanoi goveranment that everything in the Hanoi
area was going (o be destroyed unless the leaders mended their ways.” Taylor now
considered boosiing South Vietasmese moraie s secondary objective, observing that
atiacks aimed at Northera will would spur Southern morale. A third goal was o limit
North Vietaam's physical capebility to support the Viet Cong. He suggested s
“gradusted” air effort at the start to gauge the reactions of Peking and Moscow; if they
did not respond, he recommended an intensive assauit 74

la contrast to Taylor, State Depariment officials Viliism Buady and Rusk
doubted that sustained bombing would deter Hanoi. Buady wrois that an air campeign
would have “some faint hope™ of improving the situation in South Vietaam, dut that it
would “put us in & much stronger position to hold the next line of dsfense, namely
Thailand.” Rusk noted that Asisn countries such as Thailand, Taiwan, Australia, and the
Philippines had s great stake in the security of Southeast Asia. The Uaitod Siates could
nol negotiate an accord, he belived, uatil it schieved bargaining loverage. Bombing

73By mid-February, the North Vistnamese had deployed three regiments of their
Jegular army to South Vietasm; US intelligence sources eitimated they hed 3300
re;lar troops in the South by 1 March 1963. See Lewy, pp. 39-40.

740rai History laterview of Maswell Taylor by Ted Gittinger, Wasbington, DC, 14
September 1981, Johason Library. Tape 3, pp. 7-8; Cable, Taylor to the Prasident, 12
February 1965, Penlagon Papers. Gravel edition, 3: 315-17.




83

provided ¢ mecas to secure that control. "Aimost every postwar negotiation . . . has
been jreceded by some private indication dbehind the scenes that such ¢ negotistion
aight be possidble. That is missing here--that is missing here.” Rusk commentad in late
Fedbruary 7”3

To McGeorge Bundy and McNaughtan, bombing would demonstrate American
resoive. As noled in his 7 February memorandum, Bundy thought that air power could
provide the lift needed 10 sustain the South Vietaamese war effort. He also coatended
} that bombing wias s “cheap” method of showing the American commitment.
1 McNaughton believed that an air effort would exhibit the United States' willingness o
| defend its ailies in Southeast Asia. Just bafore his February trip to Saigon, e pointed
} out that air strikes would not help Soutk Vietnam much but would have & positive
’ overall effect oo America’s desire (o contain Chins. McNeughton maintained this
| perception 1a early March. He procisimed that & "progressive squeezs” of North
' Vistnam would demonstrate “the leagths to which [the) US will go to fulfill
l commitments.” aithougl he did not fee! that bombing would isprove the situation in

South Vietasm or the Amarican bargaining position ?$
McNamara's view of bombing resembled Teylor's. The Secretury argued that
failure (o retaliate after Pleiku would misiead the North Vietnamess, and he described
the purpose of the Flamin g Dart attacks as "to communicate our political resuive.” The |
Pre “\dent aimed that mezsage, McNamara insisted, st Banoi rather than Saigon. The
Secretary v no point in bambding o destroy the North's capabilly to supsert the
insurgency because he did not think that air power could accomplish that goul. Instead,

TIWilliam Buady. "Mamorandum to the Secretary.” 6 Jenusry 1963, Peningan Papers.
Gravel odition, 3: £34; “National Security Council Meeting,” 18 February 1963, Netional
Security Files, NSC Maectiing Files, Vols. i-3, Johnson Library, Box i; Pepiagon Papars.
Gravel editior., 3: 331.
T%4cGeorge Buady, "A Policy of Sustained Reprisal,” p. 312 John T. McNaughton,
“Obscrvations Re South Vietnam aftesr Ehanh's ke-Coup,” 27 January 1963, Peptagos
Papars Gravel sdition, 3: 686-87; McRaugic: , “Action for South Vietaam.~ 10 Mcrch
1963, National Security Files, NSC History: "Doploymt of Major US Forces to Vietnam,

July 1963," Val. 2, johnsoa Library, Boz 40.
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he sseeried that "we should Lry to destroy the will of the DRV to continue their political
interference and guerrills activity. We should iry to induce them to get out of the war
without having their courtey destreyed and to realize that if they do not get out, their
country will be destroyed."77

The clamor from Johnson's advisors guaranteed that he would have no
dearth of reasons for bombing the North. Besides hearing civilian voices, the Presi-
dent noted the echo from the Joint Chiefs, who continued to recommend their 94-target
plan as the hest means to eliminate Hanoi's support of the insurgency. The multiple
arguments combined with Johnson's negative objectives to prevent him from focusing
Roiling Thunder on s single goal. He had intended to ude aic power o demonsirate
American resoive to Hanoi in hopes that the Norta Vietnamese would shrink h2fore a
display of United Staies military prowess. He hsd not wished to begin an air campaign
without a secure Scuthern goverament. Yet to avoid South Vietnam's fall, some action
was essential, and Rolling Thunder sppeared as a logical step after Flaming Dart.
johnson remaried on i7 February ihai air sirikes mighi have iheé eifeci "of helplag io
stabiiize the government in South Vietnam."78 He furth:r believed that “if air strikes
could destroy enemy supplies and impede the flew of men anc weapons coming South,
our actions would help save American and South Vietnamese lives."79

At the same time, the President remained unconvinced that an eir campaign

could satisfy bis negstive political goals. While most American newspapers supported

77¥William L. Simons, “The Vietnam Intervention, {944-65," in Alexander L. George,
David K. Eall, and William E. Simens, The Limits of Coercive Diplomacy: Lscs, Cuba, apd
Vietnam (Bostoa: Little, Brown, and Company, 1971), p. 163; Mcmorandum, McNamara to

the Chairmaa, JCS, 17 February 1963, Penisgon Papers, Gravel edition, 3: 333
“Memorsndum of Meeting with ths President,” 17 February 1965, Meeting Notes File,

Johnsoa Librsry, Box 1,p. 2.

78-Memorandum of Meeting with the President.” 17 February 1963, p. 9. Johnson later
conmented regarding the decision to begin Rolling Thunder: "I now concluded that
polmcal life in the South would collayse uniess the people there knew that the North
was paying a price in its own territory for its aggieusion " See The Ventage Point, p.

132.
73johnson, Vaptage Point, p. 132.
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Fisming Dart, alt did not. Both the St. Louis-Post Dispaich and the New York Tiper
questioned the propriety of the raids80 Telegrams 10 the White Nouse following
Flaming Dart I were 12 to 1 against the operstivn 3! sad increascd bombing could cause
the public to focus on Vietnam rathes than domestic social reform. Most West:rn
nstions backed the attacks, but France and Pakistan displayed "lukewarm” enthusiasm,
and many “unaligned” countries condemned them 82 The President also had o consider
the policy's effect on Chins and the Soviet (Inicn. Although both presentsd restrained
responses to Flaming Dari,83 he had no assureace that they wouid 1olerate continuous
bombing. Asa resvlt of these negative considerations, Johason chose not to apnnounce
publicly that the United St:tes had embarkec on a eew path in Vietnam.

Johason's uaceriainty regarding the merits of an air campaign led him i
have second thoughts about launching Rolling Thuader. On 16 February, McGeorge
Bundy drafied & memorandum for Teylor oullining Johnson's approval of susiained
tamhing. Bundy's drafl stated that “we have recommended, and the President has
concurired in, conilinuing air aad naval aclion agliasi Norih VielaAm vh<aever aad
wherever necessary.” Johason edited the seatence (o read: "We have recommended,
and we think that the President will coacur in, continuing sir and naval action againe.
North Vietnam whenever and wherever necessary.” He scrawled, “W2 presently plan
to present this program Lo our National Security Ceuncil tomorrow™ for addition after
Bund's description of the campaign's particulars. Johnsoa alse iined out agaiast the
North in Bundy's remerk, “Careful public statements of the 1S Govirnsat, combined

80peniagon Papers Gravel edition, 3: 307.

31: {cGeorge Sundy, “Vietnam--Telegrams from the Public.” 9 Februacy 1965, National
Secut Files, NSC History: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietarm, July 1945, Vol.
1, obhnsou Library, Box 40.

82"Natiopal Security Counci! Meeting,” 18 February 1965.

33Peningon Paners, Gravel edition, 3: 303, 307-08.
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wilh the faci of conitinuing air action, are expected Lo make it clear that military sction
#gainst the North will continue while aggression continues "84

The President's action puzzied Bundy, and the National Security Advisor
revesied that he was not afone in his misgivings. In s memorandura to Johnson on the
15th, he stated: "I think that some of us . . . have been conrusing 'wo questions. One is
the firmness of your own decision to order continuing action; the other is the wisdom
of £ public declaration of that policy by you.” He observed thai the advisers favoring
an sir campaige saw iis approval s "s major watershed decision.” “Frecisely because
this progiam represents a major operational change and because we have waited many
moaths o put it in effect,” he continued,

there is & deep-seated need for assurance thut the decision has in fact
been taken. When you were out of the rooin yesterday, Bob McNamars
repeatedly stated that he simply has to know what the policy is so that he
cun make his military plans and give his military orlers. This certainty
is equally essential if we are to get the necessary political effects ia
Ssigon. If we limit ourselves to rep: .als for spectaculars Jike Pleiku and
Qui Nhon, we leave the initistive in the hands of the Communisis, and we
ce expect no good result.

Thius il secms ssseniial 1o McNamara--aad 1o me Woo--thal thers be an
ebsolutely firm and clear interaal decision of the US Government and
that this decision be knows and understood by enough people to permit
4s ardorly execuiion 33

Bundy thought that the President's desire to avoid "s loud public signal of o

t*‘ mujor change in policy” made "2 lot of sense on & fot of grounds.” Anncuncing the
ey
o policy shift would, he maintained, compel Hanoi to resist Roiling Thunder to save face.

Bundy felt thui Rusk could handle any essestial public stuterents, ¥hich left “only”

the problem of communicating the action to allies. "What we tell them is not likely to

34McGeorge Buady, Draft Memorandum for Maxwell Taylor, 16 February 1963, National
Security Files. NSC History: “Depleyment of Major U!S Forces to Vietnam, July 1963, Vol.

1, Johnson Library, Box 40. Emphasis sdded.

85McGeorge Bundy, Memorandum to the President, “Vietnam Decisions,” 16 February
196% National Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Mejor US Forces to Vietnam,
July 1365, Vol. 1, johnsea Library, Hox 40.

W T L e, OV LT N 1 N 1 Y N O LN S R S P e N B T AL L LV O G, C R T DRI



2 RN W N KX X AT 1 FF S R AR RN

"
P
o

<
E
i
L\\
3
b

VY.V

87

stay tightly secret,” he acknowledged, “yet I think it is crucial that they not {eel left out
¢r uninformed “86

Johnson accepted the suggestion to notify allied governments and directed
the State Department to produce a "White Paper” rationalizing the increased bombing.
On 18 February he informed his Far Eastern ambasssdors that the United States and
South Vietnam would begin a “joint program of continuing air and naval action against
North Viet-Nam.” The reason for this action ¥as North Vietnamsse aggression against
the South. The adminisiration planned to presen: “io the natioas of [the] world and to
[the] public (s) documented case sgaiust the DRV as aggressor."87 The White Paper
served as the documented evidence. Published on 27 February, it stressed the material
support given to the Viet Cong by Hanoi and belittled the importance of North
Vietnsmess manpower in the South. The State Department had information on troop
infiltration, but CIA chief McCone prevented its public release for fear that it would
jeopardize intelligence sources. In addition, different officials produced different
segmenis of the report. "This was on¢ of those damned cases where you put a thing
together and nobody looks at it as a whole,” William Bundy reflected. “We did a lousy job
on the White Paper.” Bundy knew from his brother McGeorge of the President's desire
not to depict Rolling Thunder as a policy change, aad the White Paper reflected a low-
keyed approach to the air campaign. "Resally, the policy was making itcelf and, in
effect, dectaring itseif through our actions. And this was what the President wanied,”
the Assistant Secretary racalled 38 While perhaps 8 “lousy job" from the viewpoint of 8
State Department buresucra:, the White Paper admirably accomplished johason's
iatention to minimize Rolling Thunder's distinctiveness. It also demonstrated, o the

President's satisfaction, his commitment Lo an air campaign.

86]bid.

87Cadle, Johnson to US Ambassadors, 18 February 1965, Pentagon Pspers, Gravel edition,
3:.324.

83y illiam Bundy interview, 26 May 1969, Tape 2, pp. 14-17.
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! Johnson's efforts to dbegin the campaign further revealed his desire to
prevenl stiention from focusing on the dbombing. On 18 February, over & week before
the Yhite Paper's publication, he ordersd the first Roliing Tdunder mission for the
20th. An sttempied coup by Colonel Pham Ngoc Thao on the 19th produced chaos in
Saigon, and Johnson refused (o steri bombing until the situslion stabitized. At the same

time, the British sad Soviels proposed & “reactivation” of the 1934 Geneva Conference Lo
resoive the Vietnam crisis. The President had no inteation of negotiating ¢ settlement
while the Viet Cong held the initistive in the South 39 Yet he did nol vish th begin
Rolling Thunder in light of tk.e joint proposal. The political turmoil in South Vietnam
continued until the 25th, whan Khanh resigned and left the country as an ambdassadot-
at-large. Phan Huy Quat became the new Premier. Meanwhile, the Soviets» failed to
respond o British suggesticns on the conference's format. Khanh's dismissal, com-
bined with the lack of communication between Moscow and London, allowed Johnsoen to
ceschedule the first Rolling Thunder strike for the 26th. A violent spring monsoon
then prevenied any fiying uniii ¢ March. On ibai day, ihe opersiion finsiiy
commenced, with US Air Force jets bombing the Xom Bay ammunition depot and South
Vietnamese aircrafl raiding the Quang Khe naval base.

The first attacks set the pattern for the campaign's initial series of strikes.
Designsated Rolling Thunder 5 because of scheduling delays, the 2 March rgids occurred
on that day only; Rolling Thunder 6 did not Lranspire uatil i4 March and was a one-day
effort against barracks and ammunition depots in the southern part of Noriki Vietnam.
Johnson prohibited reattacks on targets and made participation by the South
Vietnamese Air Force mandatory. Taylor bemoaned the limited effort. "1 fear Lo date
that Rolling Thunder in [North Vielnamest) eyes has been merely a few isolated
thunder ciaps,” he cabled the President on & March. Urging & campaign of increasing
intensity that advanced stcadily northwanrd, the ambassador suggesied "an agreed

89pentsgon Papers, Gravel edition, 3: 272, 329.
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program covering several weeks" thay would conviace Hagoi's leaders of the threat (o
“their sources of power." “Our objective shauld be to induce in [the) DRV leadership an
attitude favorsbie to US objectives in as short & Lime ss possible in order to avoid a

build-up of international pressures Lo negotinte,” he insisted 90

The President responded Lo Taylor's request--which paralleled a Joint Chiefs’
recommendation--by meking Rolling Thunder s weekly effort. The Americsn embassy
in Moscow reporied that the Soviets were unlikely (o intervenc as long as the Uniied
States appesred not (o threaten North Vietnam's “existence as & socialist stated!
Johnson believed Loo that the State Department's White Feper satisfied the public's need
for an explanation of the bombing. 92 Beginning on 13 March, he selected targets for
the week. silowing air commanders to choose the precise time of raids during that span.
The President eliminated the requirement to conduct sttacks jointly with the South
Vietnamese and permitted air commanders to strike ali:-nale targets vithout specific

approval from Washington. The air effort would, he now thought, take 12 weeks to

suading Hanoi that the cost of continuing aggression was “becoming unacceplably
high.” “At the sas.e time,” Rusk cxplained o the ambassador, “Juat should understacd
(that) we continue Lo seek no enlargemen: of the struggle and have carefully selected
largets vith s view to avoiding undesirable provocation. [A) further objeclive is Lo
contisue Lo reassure [the South Vietnamese] Goverament and pecple [that the Uniied

States) will continus to fight by their side."%4 Air commanders conducied Roliing

90Cables from Taylor to . e Precident, 8 March 1965, Pentagon Papers, Grave! edition, 3:
335.

91Cable, Foy Kohler to Rusk, 2 March 1963, National Security Files, NSC History:
"Deploymeat of Major US Forces to Vietaas july 1965.” Vol. 2, Johnson Library, Box 40.

92pentagon Papers Gravel edition, 3: 332.

93~ Agenda for White House) Luncheon,” 30 March 1963,” National Security Files, Files
of McGeorge Bundy, Folder: “Luncheons with the President,” Vol. 1, part 1, johnsoa
Library, Box 19.

94Cable, Rusk to Taylor, 15 March 1965, Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 3:339.
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Thunder 7 (19-23 March) and § (26 March-1 April) in accordsnce wilh the new

guidelines. Targets remained south of the 20th paralisi.

CHANGING PERCEPTIONS, SPRING AND SUMMER 1963

By the end of March, some of the Presidentl's civilian sdvisers developed
doubts that bombing woenuld yield the desired goals. Johnason had placed two Marine
beualions in South Vietnam on 8 March to protect American girfields. McNaughton
wvondered if the United States couid saivage the country “withoui extreme measures
against the DRV” or “without deployment of large numbers of US combat troops.” He
believed the snswer to both questions was "no." The Assistant Secretary of Defense
listed "flash point limits, doudts that the DRV will cave,” and "‘oubts that the VC will
obey a caving DRV" as reasons vhy the United Sictes would not conduct "wiil-bresking”
strikes sgainst the North. “Freach-defeat and [tte) Kores syndrome™ prevented the
President from committing large numbers of combat troops. McGenrge Bundy sgreed
that the bombing's slow pace was unlikely “to produce 8 real change in Hanoi's position
for some time.” He estimated that at best, Rolling Thunder would require an additional
two to three months befor: affecting the war. Moreover, &8s long as 'he North
Vietnamese continued 1o score successes in the South, Bundy believed that "even a
major step up in our air altacks would probably not cause them to become much more

reasonable 93
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The pessimistic evaluations of Roiling Thunder by McNsughton and Buady
stemamed frem danoi's failure to submit to a limited air cumpaign. While professing
numerous reasons for the offensive, most advisors felt that Hanoi could not withstand a

dispiay of American air power 96 *It seem:d inconceivable that the lightly armed and

9SJohn T. McNaughion, "Plan of Action for South Vietnam,” 24 March 1965, Nazional
Security Files, NSC History: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1965, Vol.
2, johnson Libeary, Box 40; McGeorge Bundy, Draft for 1 April 1965 Meeting with the

President, n. d., Pentagon Pepers, Gravel edition, 3 346.
96peqtagon Papers Gravel edition, 3:247.
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poor'y equipped Communist forcus could maintain itheir momentum agsinst, first,
incressing smouals of American assistance tc the Vielnamese Army, and, subsequently,
American bombdiog,” zemarked Chester A. Cooper.97 The President's advisors looked to
the example of the Cuban missile crisis, where they had coerced an euemy far more
powerful than North Vietnam inio backing dcwn [rom sn aggressive posture 98
Rolling Thunder psarsileled the means uzed to pressure Lh~ Soviets. A grsdually
increasing air campaign threateaed North Vietnam's industry much like America's
nuclear srsensl had ithreatened Soviet urban centers. Rolling Thuander also showed
resolve while alloving Johason to exert the level of force that he belirved appropriste.
Kennedy's [irm sisand, demoastrated by a nsval quarantine that preserved his freedom
of action, had brought rapid results. Given the sature of the opponent ix Vietaam,
many of the President's counselors expected success there as quickly as in October 1962.
Yet st the end of March 1963 Hanoi coatinued to funnel men and matecial southward,
and South Vietaam's survival remalned problematic.

The inability to achieve rapid success with Rolling Thunder caused
McGeorge Bundy lo suggest an allernative means to gain Americas objectives. In & 1
April meeting with Johnson, he stressed his conviction that bomding would not scon
end the var. Further, stiacks near Hanol “might subsiaatially raise the odds” of Chi-
nese intervention. Bundy asserted that the L aited States had to take action in the South
to stop North Vietnamese aggression. Hanoi would got stop supporting the insurgency.
he insisted, until convinced that the Viet Cong could not succeed. :illowing the Marines
to begin Jimited offensive operations would demonsirate America's willingness (o fight
in the South, although the National Sccurity Adviscr believed that the initiative would
remain with the Communist forces for several months. The President agreed with the
progosal, making it NSAM 328 on 6 April. The directive stated that Rolling Thuader

Y7Cooper, p. 224.
98Simons, pp. 147-150.
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strikes would focus on lines of communicalion at “the present slowly increcsing
tempo.” Concurreatly, "s change of mission [or all Marine Baltaiions deployed to
Vietnam" would “permii ikeir more active uge” and two additions! dittal:ans would
bolster tha 3500 Marines alresdy there 97

Like ihe decision o launch Rolling Thunder, Johnson did not vant NSAM 328
portrayed as a devistioti f[rom previous American efforis ia Vietnam. The memorandum
concluded with the notation: "The President's desire is that (h=s: movements
changes should be understood as being gradual ana wholly consistent with existing
policy.” 100 Nevertheless, NSAM 328 announced & key shift in thinkiag anong many of
Johnson's civilian advisors. While the air campaign agairst the North would continue,
the directive established- -on lhe ground afid in the South--an American combat effort
10 secure the same goals as Rolling Thunder. The President's counselors would no
fonger perceive the air campaign as an independeat means Lo success as they had prier
to NSAM 328. They viewed it instead as & meaas io suppori the expanding combat role of
American ground forces, or as & means to inflicl pain on the North while the ground
troops demonstrated the Communists' insbility to win in South Vietnam.

This chenge in perceptions was a ¢gradual one, however, occurring during
the spring and early summer of 1963. Rostow argued in & t April study that air attacks
sgainst Norih Vietnam's electric power ¢tations would presenl Hanoi “wilk an
immediate desperate economic, social, and political problim which could not he
evaded."101 McCone believed that NSAM 328 did “nct anticipate the type of sir opecation
... pecessary to force the North Vietnamcse to resppraise their policy.” He siaborated

for the Presiderndt.

9INSAM 2286 April 1965, Natior.al Security Files, National Security Actica
Mersorandums, Johnson Library, Boxes 1-9.

100]hid.

101 femorandum by Wali. W.Rostow, 1 Apri! 1965, Pentagon Papers, Gravel sdition, 3:
382.
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Specifically, 1 feel tlat we must conduct our bombing sitacks in a
manner that will begia to hurt North Vietnam badly enouzh to cause the
Hanoi regime Lo seek & potitical way out through negotistion rather than
expose their economy (o increasingly serious levels of destruction. By
limiting our attacks to targets like bridges, military insialistions, and
lines of communication, in effect we signal to the Communists that our
determinatiou Lo wip is significantly modified by our fear of videning
the war 102
Despite these criticisms (which mirrored the thoughts of the Joint Chiefs),
Johnson used Rolling Thunder to interdict the highways aad railroad: south of the 20th
parallel throughout April and early May. Oa 7 April, afier & month of continuous
bombing, he publicly annouaced his willingness Lo negotiste if Haroi stopped
supporting the Viet Cong. The North Vietnamese dismissed the offer. From 13-17 May,
the President halted Rolling Thunder, although he did not believe that Hanoi would
reply to the pause by negotiating on American terms. The interlude thus provided the
rationsle fo: incressed military sction 193 The North Vietnamese did not respond to the
pause, and shortly ufter its conclusion the Viet Cong began heavy attacks on South
Vietnamese forces. Jevastating several Southera units, the Communist asssuit was the
heaviest {0 daie, and many American observors predicted s South Viotnamese coiiapse.
Yet the President did not significcatly increase the scale of Roiling Thunder. He b d
ordered nine additionsl baltalions to Vietnam in late April, briaging the tota! United
States troop streagth to 82,000,104 As the fighting progressed, Johnson and his advisors

saw that the American ground strategy of securing “enclaves” would not suffice to stem

the Viat Cong attacks.

102john McCone. Letter and Memorandum to the President, 2 April 1965, National
Security Files, NSC History: “"Deployment of Msjor US Forces to Vietnam, July 1963," Vol.

2. Johnson Library, Box 40.

103General Andrew Goodpaster to the President, “Meeting with General Eisenhower, 12
May “965." Nativnal Security Files, Name File President Eisenhower, johnson Librery,
Box 3.

104 Lewy. p. 47. Suppart troops, rather than combat units, compoced the lsrgost
percentage of this total.
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The option L0 increase bombing remained, and the President's counaelors
considered it furthesr. On 1 June, Ball cabled Taylor: “We have now resched a point in
planning for successive Rolling Thunder operations vhere we must be clear as to
precisely what we are trying (o do.” He asserted that the Unitec States could follow one
of “two possible spproaches to the Vietnamese struggle” The "major premise” of the
first was that the war must be von in the South; the second maintsined that actidn
against the North would contribute to the ultimate decision. Ball argued that the proper
conduct of Rolling Thunder hinged on how the President chose (o achieve success. If
Johnson aitred o win in the South, sir strikes in the North “should be regarded as
aocillary” to Scuthern operations. Rolliag Thunder should then attempt to boost
Southern moirale and harass Northern infiltration efforts while avoiding targets near
Hanoi and Haiphong that might trigger Chinese or Soviet intervention. If the Presi-
dent simed to pliace grester pressure on the North Vietnamese until they halted the
insurgency, then “we might logically proceed within the relatively near future” to
bombd military instatiations near Hanoi or Haiphong. “The relevance of all this to the
present situation is obvious,” Ball concluded. “Action againt North Vietnam Ly US-GVN
forces has now reached a critical point.” 193

Taylor and his deputy Alexis Johnson did nci agree vith Ball's sentiments.
They replied that "the air campaign in the North and the anti-Viet Cong campaign in
the South . . . are two parts of & siagle coherent program. The air atiacks have as their
primary objectives the termination of Hanoi's support for the VC wheress the
campaign in South Vietnam has as its primary objective Lhe destruction of the Viet
Cong military apparstus within the couniry.” They insisted that each campaign
complemented the other, as the reduction of infiltration made the ground effort in the

South easier while Viet Cong losses “sapped the will of Hanoi” The two dissgreed with

105Cabile, Ball to Taylor and Alexis Johnson, 1 Juae 1965, National Security Files, NSC
History: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietaam, July 1965,” Vol. 4, Johnson Library,
Box 41.
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Ball that American action hed ceached 8 “critical point” and commentied that quick
resulls in the South would not occur. A change in DRV allitudes can probably be
brought about only vhen, along vith & sense of mounting pain from the bombings,
there is also & conviclion on their part that the tide has turued or soon will turn sgeinst

them in the South, they asseried. Taylor and Johnson called for & maximum air

@ e b - e e e s R S e . T S Sk A 4= Sn  E ams o

campaign that not only iaflicted "actual pain” bul also heightened “the fear of

increasea pain." Targels vould primarily consist of lines of communication, “varied

occasionally” to include military instaliations within the Hanoi-Haiphong area 106 |
As the situation in the South worsened, many of the President's advisors

supporied increased bombing o raisc North Vietnam's ievel of pain. McGeorge Buady
admitted to the President on 5 June that he was "allracted . . . by the notion of an
occasicasl limiled attack inside the Hanoi perimeter”107 Rusk and McNamara both
acknowledged in early June that bombing could help convince Hanoi that it could not

win by force.108 On the 7th, Westmoreland notified Johnson that South Vietasm could |

not survive the Commupist thrust unjess the United States deployed 44 combat

battalions. Five days Iater, South Vietnamese officers overthrew the Quat government.
Air Force commander Nguyen Cao Ky became Lthe new Premier on the 19 4. The Presi- |
dent responded by alloving Westmoreland (o commil American troops Lo combat
wherever their participation would, in the general's judgment, prevent i coliapse of
South Vietnamese forces.

McNamars supported Johnson's action snd advocated even stronger

messures. The Secretary called for both an increase in ground troop streagth o

106Cebje, Taylor and Alexis Johnson to Bali, 3 June 1963, National Security Files, NSC
History: " Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1965." Vol. 4, Johnsen Library,

Box 41.

107Memorandum from McGeorge Bundy to the President. 3 June 19635, National Security
Files, NSC History: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, Juiy 1963.” Voi. 4,

Johnson Library, Box 41.
USPyrmas, pp. §/-65.
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173.000 and an activation of 100,000 Army reservists. He also urged & major increase in
Rolling Thueder. "While avoidiag . . . population and industrisl targets not ciosely
reiated *c the DRV's supply of war material to the YC, we should announce to Hanoi and
CArry out actions to destroy suci: supplies and to interdict their flow into and out of
NVN." he advised the President on 1 July. McNamars pressed for mining North
Vielnamese harbors and for attacks op rail lin2s to Chins, POL storsge sreas, port
facitities, power plants, airfields, and surface-in-air missile (SAM) sites. B-52s would
accomplish many of the raids. The Secretary quoted a recent CIA study as rationaie for
his program: “We deubt if the Communists are likely to cheage their basic strategy in
Vietnsm unless and uatil two conditions prevail: (1) They are forced to accept s
situstion in the South which offers them no prospect of an early viclory and no
grounds for hope that they can simply outlast the US and (2) North Vietnam itself is
ucder continuing and increasingly damaging puaitive attack.” Achieving both
conditicns would, McNamars befieved, cause Hanoi o alter its course of action in South
Vietnam 109

The Secretary's proposal was too extreme for many of the President's

advisors. McGeorge Bundy contended that it had grave limiistions. By suggesting

heavy air sttacks "when the value of gir action we have taken is sharply disputed” and
failing to examine “the upper limit of US liability,” the program was, he maintained,
“rash to the point of folly.” Rusk believed that the proposed sxpansion of Rolling
Thunder vas "probably broader than necessary.” Dall, vho prepared an indgependent
anslysis of the air effort 2n 29 June, argued that “the :nemy will not be scared into

quitting.” He thougnt that increased bombing would oniy make the North Vietnamese

109Memorandum from McNamsra to the President, 26 June 1965 (Revised 1 July),
National Security Files, NSC Meeting File, Vol. 3, Johnson Libeary, Box |,
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more resolute, sad that coolie iabor would prevent sir power {rom affecting the Viet
Cong's capability to fight.110

Although leaning towsrds s greater military commitment, the President
wanted & firsthand assessment of the situation in South Vietnsm before making a
formal decision. Johnson dispatched McNamars to Saigon on 14 July; when he returned
on the 20th he no longer recommendc | a surge in Roiling Thunder. Dismayed by the
Viet Cong edvance, the Secretary now focused almost exclusively on the ground effort
in the South. He continued to advocste 8 173,000-man American force and called for the
President to activete 233,000 reservists. Meanwhile, the air campaign “should increase
slowly from the present level of 2300 sorties & moatk to 4000." McNamara omitted the
previous requests for mining and for attacks other than against 'lines of
communication 11! The President accepted the suggestion to deploy additional
manpowei but did not cail for the reserves, a move tast would, he felt, have caused a
greater public avareness of the war. He aiso agreed to the proposais on Rolling
Thuader.

McNamare expounded upon his perception of the air campaign in two
memorandums to Johnison at the end of July. On the 28th, the Secretary anslyzed vhat
he now cunsidered Rolling Thunder's objectives:

The purposes of the program of bombir.g North Vietnam are, I think,

being achisved. The purposus, in addition to reprical (as was the case in
the Tonkin Gulf and to a lesser extent sfter the Pleiku bombing), have
been, first, to give us s better bargainis.g counter across the table from
the North Vietnamese and, second, to interdict the flow of men and

supplies from the North to the South. The evidence is thai the program
is valuable in both respects. It seems fairly clear that termination of the

110Memorandum from McGeorge Bundy to McNamars, 30 June 1965, Notional Security
Files, NSC History, "Deployment of Msjor US Forces to Vietnam, July 1963, Vol. 6,
Johnson Library, Box 43; Stat: Department Memorandum to McNemera, 30 June 1963,
National Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July
1965, Vol. 6, Johnson Library, Box 43; Memorsndum from Ball to the President, 29 June
1963, Nationg: Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Major 1JS Forces to Vistaam,
July 1965,” Vol. 6, Johnsos Library, Box 43.

1iIMemorandum from McNamars tu the President, 20 July 1965, NSF Country File:
Vietnam, Folder 2E, Johnson Librery, Box 74.
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bombing program will be werth & geod deai W ihe olher side, and we
have every resson ‘o believe thal the strikes at infiltration rou‘ss have
at least put s celling on what the North Vicinamese can pour into South
Vietaasm, thereby putting o ceiling on the size of the war thal the enemy
can vage there. A side effeciof the program has been to convey o both
North and South Vietaam in unambiguous tarms the US comamitment to
see this thing through. . . . Neither of the purposes ! have meationed
have g0 far required more extended bombing in North Vietnam. As for
the value of the program as & bargaining counter in negotiations, that
value depends upon there being, ut about the same time, an improvecent
in our situelion in the South; ! do not believe that even o greaily
extended program of bobing could be expacted to produce significaot
North Vietaamese interest in & negotisted solution until they have been
diseppointed in (.. eic hopes for & quick military success ia the South.!

Two days Iater, McNamara wrote that "even with hindsight”™ he felt that the
dacision to lauach Rolling Thunder was wise and that the campaign should proceed.
Yot hiz guidance for continued bombing was vague and conieadictory. He remerked
that the sir offort should provide & “credible threat of futuge destruction™ while
“mak(ing] it politically easy for the DRV to enter negotiations.” At the same time, “the
program should avoid bombitg whick runs & high risk of escalation with the Soviets or
Chiny 113 The Secretary's disjointed counsel revealed that he had not seitled on an
averriding goai for Koiling Thunder, nor did he euvision & prevaiiing objeciive for ihe
campaign.

McNamars's July perception of Rolling Thunder was a template outlining
the views of Johnson's principsi civilian advisors. These views ranged from Rostow's
conviction that attscking targets in Hanoi with all means short of "using nuclear
weapons or inflicting indescriminsie civilisan casualties” was necessary to compel o

setiiement, to Ball's belief that increased bombing would vitimately ceuse s

112Memorandum from McNsmara to tha President, 28 Juty 1965, Nationa! Security Files,
NSC Bistory: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, Juty 1963,” Vol. 1, johnson
Library, Box 40.

i 1I3Memoraadum from McNamara for the President, 30 July 1965, Pentagon Papers,
Gravel edition, 3: 388.0riginal emphasis.
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confrontstion with China or the Soviet Union 14 Most thought that Rolling Thuader's
utility laid somewhere Letween diese two exiremes, and by the end of July, virtually all
tied the air campaign to the ground effort. As the wer continued, iheir fith in
pombing's ability to spur aegotiations gracdually diminished. Many also came to believe

that Rofiling Th inder marginally reduced North Vietnam's capacity to infiltrate men

"
¢

F

}
]
[ 4

and equipment and bence provided minimal assistance to American ground forces.
Still, as long a3 the United States maintained troops in the South, Johnson's advisors had

difficulty opposing any measure that supported the ground uaits.

Alibough ne accepied the bulk of McNama.s's July propesals, Johnson had
not lost faith in air power. He had, since issuing NSAM 328, lost faith in air power's
ability to give him & gujck victory. The deteriorating situstion in the South slowly
consumed his altention, uatil by the lete spring he thought tha: South Vietaam's
‘ survival hinged on the large-scale commitment of ground troops. McNamsera's Saigon
trip, and the week of discussions following his return, only supported what jounson
had aiready deterniined.ii3 He couid not commit the troops ali at once, however, for to
do s¢ would have revesled--like s dramatic increase in Rolling Thunder--the magnitude
of the Vietnam crisis. The President ealized that the incremental increase of Amer-
ican forces would prolong the war, although by July few of his advisors believed that
the war could be rapidly concluded.!16 Until ground iroops brought relaiive stability to
South Vietnam, Johnson would see Rolii~g Thunder primarily as a means to support US

Army and Marine infsatrymen. That perception of the sir campaign was aot a8
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114Rostow letter to Rusk, "Hitting Hanoi Targets,” 26 July 1963, National Security Files,

NSC History: “Teployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1965,” Vol. 7, Johnson
Library, Bex 43; Memorandum from Ball to the President, 29 June 1963.

115johnson’s questions to his sdwiscrs during the Yuly deliberations “were not intended
to make a difference in opuon selection. Rather, their purpose was to legitimize a
previously selected option by creating the ijlusion that other views were being

considered.” See Berman, p. 112. Cooper writes: "It is my belief that the issue of
additional deployments was siready resolved when the NSC met in Iste July.” Sec p. 285.

116¥ illiam Bundy interview, 26 May 1969, Tape 2, pp. 35-7.
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consiant one. After American iroops helped sicii the Communist sdvaace ir the
sutumn of 1963, he thought thet Rolling Thuader might Lip the scales enough to
persusde Hanoi to negotiate & favorable accord. Johnson did not compictaiy give ug on
the air effort as a means to help secure his positive objective of an independent, stable,
non-Communist South Vietuam until March 1968 117 By then, he was unsure that the

goal itself was obtainsble.

{17 Johason commented in February 1967: “Hanoi is trying to force ue to give up the
bombing of North Vietnam. We will keep on until we got something from the Nortia
Vietaamese.” A year later, in response to the Tet Offensive, he spproved attacks ot 14
targets near the conter of Hanoi. See "Summary Notes of the 563th NSC Meeting," &
February 1967, National Security Files, NSC Meetinygs, Vol. 4, Johnson Library, Box 2;
“Notes of the President's Tueaday Luncheon Mesting,” 6 Februcry 1968, President's

Appointment File, "February 6, 1968, Johnson Library, Box 89.
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CHAPTER 111
ROLLING THUNDER: MILITARY OBJECTIVES

The military task confronting us is o make it so expensive for the North
Vietnamese that they will stop their aggression sgainst South Viet Nam and
Laos. If we make it too expeasive for them, they v’ill stop. They don't want to
fose sverything they have.
Curtis E. LeMay, July 19557
Like President Johnson's principal civilian advisors, his air chiefs relied on
experience to guide Viotnam planning. In fashionir.g an air offensive against North
. Vietnam, they turned tc the perceived lessons of World War Il strategic bombing.
Commanders viewed the "unrestricted” campaigns agsinst Germany snd Japsn as
proper applications of air powcr. Most believed that similar bombing would have
produced a swilter end to the Korean War, and that an air effort free of political

controls would favorably resolve the Vietnam conflict. While having some

understanding of the President's negative objectives, the air chiefs did not believe that
those goals warranted limitations on Rolling Thunder beyond what they would have
themselives applied.2

Military planning for Rolling Thunder meshed well with Air Force strategic
bombizg docirine. Prepecation for the campaign hearkened to the teachings of the Air
Corps Tacticel School and the development of AWPD-1, the plan guiding the Army Air
Forces' bombing of Germany. Air chiefs targeted North Vietnam's economic and

military “vita: ceaters,” believing tha: by destroying the North's war-making

ICurtisE. LeMay with MacKinlsy Kantor, Mission with LeMay (Garden City, NY:
Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1965). p. 564. Original emphasis.

2Chief among these "seif-imposed” restrictions were prohibitions against terror raids
on civilians. Chapter IV discusses this issue more fully.

!
|
E
|
i
g;
E
!

410 R0 T N RPN NPTV P N N RS GG BN DGR B Gt



102

capability they would also disrupt its social fabric. Yet as Rolling Thunder would
demoustrate, the docirine deemed appropriate for general war with the Soviet Union

was ill-suited for a limited conflict with an enemy waging guerrilla war,

AIR COMMANDERS' PERCEPTIONS OF OBJECTIVES

Throughout the war, the Joint Chiels described American political goals by
citing NSAM 288. "The objective in Vietnam . . . is a stable and independent

noncommunist goverament"3 This perception of American war aims among high-

ranking officers remained constant during Rolling Thunder's three-year span.4 Top-

g

level commanders were further awvare of Johnson's desire not to expand the war,

although they did not know all the President's motivations for limitin g the conflict. The

-~

Joint Chiefs observed that s "basic military task”™ of American forces was "to deter
Communist China from direct intervention."S Still, most commanders never considered
Chinese or Soviet intervention & serious possibility.6 Air Force intelligence units in

Scutheast Asis monitored aclivity atar North Victnam'sChina border and noted that the

3Joint Chiefs of Staff Memorandum (herein referred to as JCSM) 652-65, 27 August 1965,
National Security Files, Country File: Vietnam, JCS Memorandums, Vol. 1, Johnson
Library, Box 193, p. 1. At the end of May 1967, the Joint Chiefs criticized Secretary of
Defe i1se Robert S. McNamara for suggesting a course of action in Vietnam that was not

consxstcnt wn.h NSAM 288" 's objecuvcs See The ngt_aggg Papgrs The Defonse

am. Senator Gravel edition

(Boston Beucon Press 1971) Vol 4 178 180.

4Herbert Y. Schandlier, The Unmaking of a President: Lyndon Johnson and Vietnam
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977}, p. S0. See saiso William C. Westmoreland, A

Soldier Reports (Garden City: Doubleday and Company, 1976), p. 69; and Oral History
Interview of General john P. McConnell by Dorothy Pierce McSweeny, Washington, DC,
14, 28 August 1969, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas, Tape 1, p. 24.

5)C5M 652-25, 27 August 1965, p. 1.

6See, for example, Admiral U. S. Grant Sharp, ' i

(San Rafael, CA: Presidio Press, 1978), p. 4, and USAF Oral History Intervmw of
Lieutenant General Glen W. Martin by Lieutenant Colonel Vaughn H. Gallagher, 6-10
February 1978, Air Force Historical Research Center (hereir. referred to as AFHRC),
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alsbana, File Number K239.0512-982, p. 480. As Commander-in-
Chief, Pacific Command (CINCPAC), Sharp was the rar.king air commander in the

Pacific;: Martin was Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff from 1965 to 1967.
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Chinese seldom expanded their airfields or increased their troop strength? Few
oificers were as broad-minded as Air Force Major Coceral Robert N. Ginsburgh, who
served as representative to the National Security Council for Army Geaeral Earle G.
Wheeler, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. "While I personally think we should have
done more [bombing] and done it faster,” Ginsburgh recalled, “at the same time I'm

very conscious thet if things hadn't worked out ail I could have said was, 'Gee, boss, I'm

avful sorry.’ But that doesn't help the President very much who still survives in »
country in ruins as a result of a Third World War 8

Although air leaders at the highest levels possessed a fair knowledge of
American objectives in Vietnam, this understanding diminished the more removed an

officer was from top command positions. To aaswer “Why are we fighting?” in April

el e

1965, Commander James B. Stockdale told his pilots simply that "we're here to fight

-l

because its in the interest of the United States that w= do $0."9 Air Force Chief of Staff
John P. McConnell remarked that most Air Force officers did not understand the
reasons for the war's political controls !0 His deputy, Lieutenant Genera! Gleas ¥.
Martin, offered a harsh assessment of why they did not: "There was an obfuscaticn and
s confusion and a lack of understanding, a lack of clarity, and a2 lack of declaration
right from the President on down ihat really created difficulties and set the stage for

not only our mistakes but also our eventual defeat.”!! While containing s measure of

truth, Martin's evaluation neglected a fundamental factor clouding subordinate air

7laterview oi Lieutenant Colonel William H. Greenhalgh by the suthor, Maxwell Air
Force Base, Alabama, 15 May 1983,

8USAF Oral History Interview of Major General Robert N. Ginsburgh, by Colone! John E.
Van Duyn and Major Richard B. Clement, 26 May 1971, AFHRC, file number K239.0512-
477.p.23.

9Quoted in Sharp. p. 99.

10US Congress, Senate, Committee on Armed Services, Preparedness Investigating
Subcnmmittee, Air War against North Vietanarm, 90th Cong ., 1st sess, part 3,22-23 August
1967, p. 201.

IiMartin interview, 6-10 February 1978, p. 491.
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officers’ perceptions of the war. That element was the emphssis that top-leve!
commanders gave 1o .he destructive force of air power. Despile comprehending maay
of johnson's limited political objectives, air leaders stressed accomplishing the positive
goal through an air campsign suiled for total war. As a result, field commanders
received directives Lhat simultaneously called for restraint and the destruction of the
enemy's capacity to fight.

In defining the objectives of an air campaign against North Vietpam, the
Joint Chiefs egain turned to NSAM 288. In their 2 June 1964 memorandum to Secretary
of Defense Robert S. McNamara, they adescribed the purpose of s potential air effort as:
"to accomplish destruction of the North Vietnamese will and capabilities as necessary to
compel the Denocratic Government of [North) Vie:nam to cease providing support to
the insurgencies in South Vietnam and Laos.” 12 This siatement blended the Joint Chief's
perception of the campaign's political chiective, “to compel the Democratic Goverament
of Vietnam to cease providing support to the insurgencies in South Vietnam and Lsos.”
with their vision of e military obisctive 0 bs achieved by air power: destroying
North Vietnamese "will and capabilities.” Administraiion officials did not challenge
these definitions, and the statemeni guided the ruilitary's view of the air offensive for
itsdurstion. Lieutenan: Jeneral Joseph H. [ .oorc, Commander of the Air Force's 2nd Air
Division through mid-1966, described Roli’ g Thunder's purpose as "to convince the
North Vietaames: that it would be too costly for them to continue :ighting for South
Vietnem “'3 Admiral US. Grant Sharp, Commander-in-Chief, Pecific Command

(CINCPAC). acd the operational directur ¢f Rolling Thunder, prefared his campaign

12]CSM 471-64, 2 June 1364, Penlago:n 2apers Gravel edition, 3:172.

13Letter from Lieutenant General Josenh H. Moore (Ret.) to the authar, 1 October 1586,
The 2nd Air Division comprised Air Force fighter units in Southeast Asia. It became 7th
Air Force in 1966.
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orders with the sentence, “[The} objective is tn cavse the DRV to cease and desist in its
supoort of the insurgancy in Southeast Asia 14

Sharp's statement of purpose did not reflect a consensus of sdministration
leaders because Johnson's civilian counselors never agreed on a singular objctive for
Rofling Thunder. The Joiat Chiefs developed their definition in the abseace of civilian
guidsace,!5 and it did not always correspoad to the sims of the President and his
advisors. Top air leaders realized. however, that multiple goals drove Roiliag Thunder.
McConnell cosamented in 1967. “The decision to conduct air operaticns agsiasi North
Vietaam is directed toward the sitainmen! of three dbasic aims: First, (o reduce and
impede the flowv of men and supplies from Nosth Vietnam to South Vietnam; second, to
impose a gradually increasing cost on Lhe enemy's campaign of aggression in the
south; and third, to convince him that he cannot conlinue the wvar of sggression
against his neighbor witho.. incurring penaities of still greater severity.” He added
that “the intent hus been to mest our odjectives while refraining from the destruction
of *4¢ North Viet:amese government.” {® Sharp believed in February 19¢5 that an air
canpaign would strengthen Saigon's political structure aad boost Southern morale.!?
Despite an awareness of Rolling Thundsr's multiple aims, air commanders thoughbt that
by destroying Nor h Vietnsn's capability and wiil to [ight they would achieve ali the

goalz of these sdvocaling an air campaign. 1a short, air :oaders vieved Re ling Thun-

e — —— L — ——

140pe ex. mgle i+ Massage 2272757 june 1965 from CINCPAC to CINCPA(FLT, CINCPACAF,
snd COMUSMATY 14 Cogaagder-in-Chief, PACOM Outgoing *“ussages, 22 January-28
June 1965, AFHRU, file rmber K712.1623-2.

130n 1S November 1964, after the JCS had completed months of detailed planning for an
sir camprign, Wheeler wrote McNaumars: "t is desirable that a clea - set of military
objectives be agreed upon befare further military involvement in Southeast Asia is
underteken.” See Memorandum from the Chairman, JCS to the Secretary of Defense, 18

November 1964 Peniagon Papers, Cravs! edition, 3: 640.

'5&Wnr agaiast North Vietnam, 90th Cong ., 1st sess., part 3, 22-23 August 1967, p. 201,
17Mescage 1107352 Febrv ey 1965 from CINCPAC to IS, in Commander-in-Chief, PACOM
Outgoing Mespeges, 22 | auary-28 Jupe 1963.
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der as the means Lo sscure “a sisbie and independent noncommunist government” in

the Soutt..

SIGNING A CAMPAIGN

In response to the directive in NSAM 288, military chiefs designed a
campaign in concert with Air Force doctrine. During the spring and summer of 1964,
Air Force Chief of Staff General Curtis LeMay oversaw the Pentagon planning effort,

which received assistance from Pacific Command Headquarters.!® Convinced that

destroying the North's cepability to fight wouid also weaken its will 1o resist, LeMay's
planners devised an offerisive aimed at wrecking North Vietnam's key sources of
military and economic power. They selected targets on the basis of three criteria: "(a)
reducing North Vietnamese suppert of communist operations in Lsos and South
Vietnam, (b) limiting North Vietngemese apabilities to take direct action against Laos
and South Vietnam, and finally (c) impairing Nort) Vietnam's capacity to continue as
an industrially visble state.'i% The planners believed that attacks agsinst supply,
ammunition, an? POL (Peiroteum, Oil, and Lubricants) storage sites, plus the armed
reconnaissance of highways leading into Laos, would greatly reduce North Vietnamese
support to the insurgents. Meanwhile, attacks against airfields, railroad and highway
bridges. depots, and POL storage areas in Hanoi ard Haiphong would restrict Nerthern
“capability to take direct action.” Industrial targets included chemica! plants and the
nation's only steel mill. By mid-August 1964, LeMay's planners had developed a list of
94 targets, consisting of 82 fized sites and 12 lines of communication, that they

considered the essential components ¢f the North's war-making capacity.20 Through a

i8] eMay remained Air Force Chief of Staff until | February 1965, when McConnell
became the service head.

19Quoted in Colnnel Dennis M. Drew, Rolling Thunder 1963: Anstomy of s Failure
(Maxwell AFB, AL: Air University Press, 1986), p. 29.

201CS Briefing Text, "Air Operations against North Vietnam and Laos,” january 1967,
Target Study--North Vietnam, AFHRC, file number K178 2-34,
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"severe” applir ation of air power, they estimated that American and South Vietnamese
{ ces could desiroy all targets in 16 days 2!

On 26 August, LeMay recommended immediate attacks on the 94 targets to
McNamara. The general noted that "opiy significantly stronger military pressures” on
Hacoi would provide the “relief and psychologica! boost” needed for governmental
stadility in the South. He added:

While a US program as discussed above (the 94 target scheme] will not
necessarily provide decisive end results, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
advocate its adoption and implementation st once. Anything less could
be interpreted as & lack of resolve on the part of the United States. The
military course of action which offers the best chance of success
remains the destruction of the DRV will and capabilities as necessaty to
compei the DRV to cease providing support to the insurgencies ig South
Vietnam and Lsos 22

In his memoirs, LeMay remarked that he covld .omb the North Vietnemese "back into
the Stone Age” by destroying the 94 targets 23 The plan did not. however, targ.::
civilian populations. LeMay's "Stone Age” was exactly whal its name implied--the
shsence of the perceived technological essentials of modern [ife. Air planners de-
signed the 94 iargei scheme io desirov Norih Vieinam's sbilily iv wag~ modern war.

After eliminating that capacity, they believed that Hanci would kave to stop its

sgaression 24

21 air War against North Vietnam, part 3, 72-23 August 1967, p. 212.
22)CSM 746-64, LeMay to the Secretary of Defense, 26 August 1964, Pentagon Papers.
Gravel edition, 3: 551.

23LeMay with Kantor, §. 565.

24Air planners persisted in this belief despite the Sigma 11 War Games ronducied 8-11
September 1964 by the Joint War Uames Agency, Cold War Division of the Joint Chiefs of
Siaff. According to Under Secretar, of duite George Ball, the games revealed that
destroying the 94 targets “would not cripple Hanoi's cepability for increasing its
support to the Viet Cong. much less force suspension of present support levels on
purely logistical grounds.” George W. Ball, "How Valid Are the Assumptions underlying

our Viet-Nam Policies?’ 5 October 1964, The Atlantic 230 (July 1972), p. 39.
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Wheuler agreed with the idea of using air power (¢ destroy North Vietnam's

war-making capaditity,?3 and the Joint Chiefs worked throughout the fafl of 1964 to
implement some form of the 94 target scheme. ALa 7 Seplember oceeting with Johnson
and his principal civilisn advisors, Wheeler urged the President to provoke the North
Vietnamese into some action that would permit sustained bombing. Johnson turned
down the proposal. After the 1 November Vict Cong aitack on Bien Hos, the Joint Chuiels
recommended s B-32 strike on Hanoi's Phuc Yen sirfieid, its primary MIG fighter base.
Following the B-32 raid, Air Force and Navy fighi:rs would attack other sirfields and
the POL storuge aress in Hanoi and Haiphong 26

The President’s rejection of this advice led to more subdued proposals. On 13
November, in the midst of deliberations by William Bundy's NSC Working Group, the
Joint Chiefs suggested s "controlled program of systsmatically incressed military
pressures” sgainst North Vietnam in coordination with “appropriste political
pressures.” Air attacks of increasing intensity ould reduc< Northern aid to the Viet
Cong by killing men and destroying materiel, which would in turn ompel Hanoi to
divert war resources to bomeland defense Wrecking bridges, staging complexes, and
Lransport, as wvell as “selected fixed targets” would, the chiefs believed, further limit
North Vietaam's capacity (o assist the Viet Cong.27

The Joint Chiefs criticized the NSC Working (roup's three Vietnam options
and provided flive aiternatives of their own. Option 3, offered in contrest o the Work-
ing Group's Option B, called for s controlied program of iatense ailitary pressures that
¥ould have s msjor military and psychological impact 0 the North. If necessary, the

Whoeler commented in 1967 about Rolling Thunder's origins: “From the start, we
have sought to obstruct, reduce, und harass the flow of war-supporting materie! within
North Vietnam, and from North Vnetnm to South Vietnam, ard to destroy the war-

supporiing facilities of the enemy.” See Air War agsinst North Vietpam, part 2, 16
August 1967, p. 126,

“Mhm_ta, Gravel edition, 3:209.

27Memorandum from Wheeler to the Secretary of Defense, 18 November 1964, Pentsgon
Papers, Gravel edition, 3: 639-40.
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aliacks’ intensity would reach "the full limit of what military sctions can coatribute
toward nationsl objectives,” although the early i.chicvement of political gosls would
ena the campaign short of those limits. Option 3 ruflected the Joint Chiefs (rusiration
over their lack of guidance from civilisn suthorities. It consisted of & grsdual sir
campsaign (hat could begin “without necessarily determining ... to vhat degree we vill
commit ourselves t¢ achieve our objectives, or st what point we might stop lo negotiate,
orf whbat our negotisting objectives might be™ The chiels contended thst this
slternative paralleled the NSC's Option C, which they denounced because it did not
possess "s clear determination to see things through in full"28

Despite the joint Chiefs' arguments for sa intensive sir campaign, their
representative to the Working Group, Vice Admiral Lloyd Mustin, ackaowiedged that
the air effort did not have io be severe Lo produce acceplable results. As long as the
campaign struck North Vietnam's capabilily to suppori the insurgency, he asterted, it
might produce a satisfactory effect. “The sctual US requirement with respect to the DRV
is reduction of the rate of delivery of support to the VC (o levels below their minimum
necessary sustaining level,” Mustin quoted a JCS assessment. "In the present unstable
situation something far less than total destruction may be all that is required Lo
accomplish the above. A very modest change in the [South Vietnamese) goverament's
favor ... may be enough to turn the Lide and lead to & successful sojution.” Given the
Southern goveramenl's uncertain foundations, Mustin--and others among the JCS
sgencies--thought that "a program of progressively increasing squeeze” might tip the
scates sufficiently in Saigon's behalf to overwheim the Viet Cong.29

Until the Viet Cong's February 1963 attack on Pieiku, the Joint Chiefs

received no real indications that Johnson would support a sustsined air effort. The

28Quoted in Pentagon Fapers, Gravel edilion, 3: 233-34.The other JCS options were: (1) to
withdraw from Vietnam; {2) to continue with present policies, and (4) to implement the

18 November JCS proposal.
2%Quoted ia Peatngon Papers Gravel edition, 3: 2i3-14. Original emphasis.
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backing that they then obtained was not for the intensive effort envisioned in the 94-
target program. On the day following the Pleiku attack, the President ordered the first
Flaming Dart reprisel sirike, snd McNamarn requesied pians for sn eight-week air
campaign against the North. American and South Vietnamese sir forces would jointly
conduct the operation, which would focus on transpuriation targets south of the 19th
paraliel. On 11 February, the Joint Chiefs proposed attacking four fixed targets a week
along Nerth Vietnam's Route 7 to "demonstrate o the DRV that continuation of its
direction and support of insurgencies will lead to progressively more serious
punishment."30 They also called for the deployment of 325 aircraft, including B-52
bombers, to the Western Pacific for use in the offeasive. Jehnson approved the air-

craft transfer, but did not sanction the eight-week program.

0a 13February, the day the President ordered the stari of Rolling Thunder,

AP &

the Joint Chiefs briefed McNamara that the rail lines south of the Oth parallel formed
"an sitraclive, vulnerable, and remunerative target system which would hurt the North
" sitnamese prychologically, economically, and militarily " By destroving five bridges,
plus the railrcad marshalling yard at Vinh, the Joint Chiefs though® that they could

"place a stricture” on the North's infiltration of men and equipment.3! The Secretary

ST LR ™Y " s T T R

asked them to develop a detailed program for attacking the southern =nd of the North
Vietnamese rail system. In coatrast te their advice Lo allack the six major targets
simuitaneously, he requested a plan permitling incremental raids on individual targets.

While supporting ihe February JCS recommendations, McConaell did not

XKW NS

think that the suggesied programs would severely damage Hanoi's capability to support
the insurgeacy. He proposed a 28-day campaign to destroy all 94 targets oa the Joint

Chiefs' target list, with strizes beginning in the southern part of North Vietnam and

30Memorandum from the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of Defense, 11 February 1965,
Penatgon Papers, Gravel edition, 3: 320.

31Memorandum from the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of De‘ense, 13 February 1963,
Pentagra Papers, Gravel edition, 3- 340.
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moving gradually northward to Hanoi}2 Wheeler, however, backed the rail plan 33 He
believed that three Americe iivisions might degloy tc Vietnam, and he wanted to
destroy first that portion of the Nosih's war-making capacity that might directly affect
s confrontation with American ground forces. Army Chief of Staff Harold X. Johnson
also supported the rail plan, which received further encoursgement from a proposal
by Admiral Sharp.

On 27 February, Sharp suggosted beginning an “Eight Week Pressure
Program” that would “make it as difficuit and as costly ss possible for the DRV to
support the VC in South Vietnam.®“ Scoffing at intelligenice estumates that air power
couid have only marginal effects on resupply sctivities, he recommended an
unrelenting campaign against 16 tsrgets, consisting of supoly depots, barracks, and
transportation facilities, south of the 19th parsllel. Armed reccnnaissance of roads and
railroads wouid suppiement the attention on fixed targets. Rather than attempting to
persuade Hanoi's leaders that the bombing portended destructicn of the North, the
effer would demonstrate their ingbility to back the Viet Cong. "Ho Chi Minh has never
doutted uitimate victory,” Sharp observed. "To raise such s doubt would be our aim.*34

Sharp's propossl affected the Joint Chiefs’ planning for & rail campaign and
caused McConnell to withdraw his suggestion for a 28-day offensive. The chiefs
considered the Air Force representative's propossl, however. In late MMacch, they
submitted to McNamara plans for a four-phase, 12-week bombing program thal merged
their original idea with those of Sharp and McConnell. The chiefs considered that tho
weekly effort siarted on 15 March sufTiced for the [irst twe weeks of their plsnned

rampaign. They limited the initial phase of the remaining ten weeks to interdicting

32McConnell added 12 extra days to the original plan bocguse of the winter moonscon
weather in Vietnam.

33pentsgon Papers Gravel edition, 3: 320.

34Message 2719452 February 1965 fre s CINCPAC to the CS, in Commander-in-Chief.
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lines of commuanication south of the 20tk paralliel. With this effort, the chiefs sought to
"bring home to the [Northera) population the effects of air strikes since consumer
goods will be competing with military supplies for limited traasport.” Iaterdiction
north of the 20th paratlel would occur during weesks six through eight to disrupt
overiand supply routesto China. In week nine, aircraft would bomb port facilities and
mine harbors; Guring week ten, ammunition and supply depots would serve as primary
targets. The offensive would conclude with two weeks of strikes against industrial
targets outside of populated zones, "leading up to a situation where the enemy must
realize that the Hanoi and Haiphong areas will be the next logical targets." McNamara
had prohidited raids on targets in urban areas or against North Vietnamese air
defenses, and the TS pian complied with these restrictions. The Joint Chiefs urged the
President to begin their plan with phase one on 2 April, although they could not agree
o whether Jochnson should approve the remainder of the proyram. As a result,
Wheeler notified McNamara thiat the chiefs were ceasidering alternatives for a
subsequent program of air strikes 35
Tiie Secretary of Defense refused te endorse the three-week proposal, but

tke April Rolling Thunder raids resembled those in the Joint Chiefs’ program. Shearp
initially believed that the limited interdiction effort would yield dividends. On 4 April
he cabled the Joint Chiefs:

The damage inflicted by these aitacks on LOCs [lines of communication]

and military installations in Nord: Vietnam wiil cause & dimuaition of

the support being renczred to the Viet Cong. Suicessful strikes on

bridges wiil degrade the transportaiion system with an sttendant

reduction in its capsbility t¢ transport food and materials from

production to shortage areas. Manpower and supplies will undoubledly

have (o be diverted toward recovery and rebuilding processes. Whiie the
effect may not be felt immediately by the Viet Cong, this increased

35)CSM 221-65, from the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of Defense, 27 March 1963,
National Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, july

1965,” Vol. 2, Johnson Library, Box 40.
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pressure will demonstrate our strength of purfost. [and] al the same time
rske support of the VC as onerous s possible 36

Sharp added that more lucrative targets would appear ss the attacks moved northwasd.
Wheeler, however, was uncertain of Rolling Thunder's effectiveness. In an evaluation
of all raids since 7 February (including Flaming Dart), he deiermined that "the sir
strikes have not reduced in any majcr way the overall military capabilities of the DRV."
He further concluded that the raids had minimal economic effects. Yet he also thought
that the recent destruction of the Thaah Hoa and Moag Phuoag railroad bridges
provided the chance "to apply a serious striciure to the DRV logistical support to the
South "37

The campaign's progression tarcugh April st the same level of imtensity
caused Sharp and other officers concern. Johnson's decision in NSAM 328 to allow
American offensive ground operations, combined with his refusal to incresse Rolling
Thunder, led some commanders to question the air effort's intent. On 20 April,
McNamara convened a conference in Honolulu to guarantes that principal militar™ aed
civilian lesders in the Pacific understood the President's perception of the war.
Wheeler, Westmoreland, Sharp, Ambassador Maxwell Taylor, Assistant Secretary of State
for Far Eastern Affairs William Buady, and Assistait Secretary of Defense for
In;ernational Security Affairs John T. McNaughton participated in the conference,
along with McNamara. The Secretary's report of the meeting statea that noa: of thoss
present expected 8 Communist capitulation in less than six months, and that all agreed
that Rolling Thunder's current teppo was "sbout right." According to McNamars,
Taylor presented & "majority view" that the air campaign should not strite Hanoi or

Haiphong. for to do so, the ambassador believed, would "kill the bostage” The

36Message 0403047 April 1965 from CINCPAC to JCS, in Commander-in-Chief, PACOM
Qutgoing Messages, 22 January-28 June 1965 Exphasis added.

37CM 534-65, from the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of Defense, 6 April 1965, National
Security Files, NSC History: "Deployaent of Major US Ground Forces to Vietnam, July

1963," Vol. 3, Johnsoa LiSrary, Box 4i.

E‘Mmﬂi«t&ﬁd&imx&x&mi e S R S e e A BB L R AT T S e S SR AR

e ARt



2 114

Al pacticipants’ “strategy for 'victory,” McNamara wrote, "is to break the will of the

DRV/VC hv denying them viclory." American forces would negate Communist st ccess

}:: through ground combal in the South, and “it was agreed that tasks within South
i;u Vietnam should hsve first cali on air assets."38

The authors of the Pentagoq Papers later commaated thal "Henolulu marked

::' the relative downgrading of pressures against the North, in favor of more intensive
5
:; sctivity in the South. . . . It seems logical that, with the decision to begin a major US
L
A ground force commitment, the air campaign should have heen reduced in rank to

second billing."39 Such a conclusion presumes that McNamara's sepert o' cted an
accurate portrayal of the participants’ aititudes. While it may have presented the

current convictions of Wastmoreland, Wheeler, and the civilian cfficials, it did not

‘ convey the feelings of Rolling Thunder'soparational commaader. Sharp subsequently
3 remarked that the memorandum was "a distortion of the view that 1 took at thet
(

- conferencs."40 With the exception of a brief spar in early April, the admiral remained
\ coavinced throughoul histenure as CINCPAC that intensive hombing was necessary io
: spur a settiement. He did not think that Hanoi would consider halting the aggression
. unti! Rolling Thunder affected--or threatened to affect--North Vietnam's capability to
,“i

" continue the struggle. McCecanell and most Air Force officers concurred. McNamara
,?ll

'5‘, himseif argued for a large incresse in bombing oa 1 Juiy 4! Once American ground

forces helped stop the (ommunist advance in the fall of 1965, the Secretary then felt

"

f.: that hombing might persuade the North Vietnamese to negotiate 42 His memorandum
Qfs

N

KN

y 38Memorandum from McNamars to the President, 21 April 1965, Pentagon Papers.

y Gravel eaition, 3: 398-59. Emphasis added.

N} 39pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 3. 359.

' 40sharp, p. 80.

W 4iMemorandum from McNamera to the President, 26 june 1965 (Revised 1 july),
\ National Security Files, NSC Meeting File, Voi. 3, Johnson Library, bex .
::.'. 42Mesaorandum from McNamara to the President, 3 November 1965, National Security

, Files, Country File: Vietnam, Folder 2E, Johnson Libracy, Box 75.
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of 21 Apri! 1963 revealed his concern with a deteriorating military and political
situation. The perceptions that he related were a revelation of his own beliefs at the
moment rather than an vnaduring consensus of conference particpaats.

While continuing to argue for heavier raids, Sharp maintained that Rolling
Thunder had hampered the North Vietnamese war effort. He declared on 12 May that
commanders were more likely to minimize Lthan exaggerate the campaign's effects. "Air
attacks have disrupted road and rail movements in North Vietnam,” he asserted, "{and)
they have, in & few short weeks, completely changed the pattern of logistic support
into Laos." Sharp conceded that interdiction could not totally stop the North's resupply
o the Viet Cong. Yet he felt that increased raids would demonstrate American resolve
to Heaoi and generate "a feeling of helplessness among the military and_ general
frustration, anxiety, and fear among the people.” The raids would, he believed,
eventually cause Hanoi's attention to focus on internal problems rather than on outside
aggression. The more intense the bombing, the greater its effect would be in changing

the views of Northern leaders "We should hammer home the main theme of our intent

to destroy their military capacity and our determinaticn to continue uatil the military
leave their cousins in peace,” the admiral contended 43
IE Sharp's call for heavier attacks came at the start of a five-day bombing
Eﬁ pause, and the air campaign's intensity did not significantly increase afler the pause's
) cessation. Despite the beginning of large-scale Communist assauits in the South,
bombing remaiped beiow the 20t parallel during May and June. McConnell de-

nounced the campaign's limited nature and again called for attacks on all 94 targets,

mendation for more bombing, although they desired a campaign focused on

interdiction. The chiefs suggested mining Northern ports, altacking major bridges

43Message120314Z May 1965 from CINCPAC to JCS, in Commander-in-Chief, PACOM
Qutgoing Messages, 22 January 28 June 1965.
44Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 3: 384-85.

é especially industrial sites44 The Joint Chiefs backed McNamara's 1 July recom-
D
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along the routes from Hanoi to China, bombing POL storage areas, and raiding airfields
and SAM batteries 4> The President decided sgainst increasing Roiling Thunder's
severity and chose instead to enlarge America’'s combat role on the ground in the
South. On 28 July 1963, he announced that an additional 30 000 men would go to Vietnam

immediately, and that 50,000 more would follow by the end of the year. The scale of

Rolling Thunder altacks was (o remain the same.

Although Johnson's emphasis on ground comibat did not indicate 2 iack of
faith in air power,“6 the air leaders’ call for increased hombing during the late spring
and early summer of 1963 revealed different views of how Rolling Thunder could
accomplish the perceived military objective. Sharp, McConnell, and Whesler all
believed that bombing the North was necessary to compel Hanoi o stop the insurgency.
They aliso agreed, by mid-1965, that damaging the North's capability to fight was
escential to weakening the enemy's will to resist. Yet they did not agree on what part of
that capability should be destroyed Lo produce the maximum impact on the North's
capacity, and willingness, to support the Viet Cong.

McConaell, like LeMay before him, thought that the North Vietnamese would
nol accept the destruction of their industry as a price for continuving the war. In
addition, he believed thai wrecking industry would devastate the North's economy, and

that the threatl of economic collapse would persuade Hanoi to yield. Wheeler saw Roll-

b S AR A iV ey v NEERE « a X KA KT SRR K R BN NaT AR A X R KR

ing Thunder as a means to limit the North's infiltration of men and «quipment to the

g

South. Restricting the Communist resupply capability would, he thought, ultimately

-

guarantee that the growing Americen and South Vietnamese ground forces could defeat

any enemy atlempt to overthrow the Southern government. He felt thai the Com-

munists’ inability to win in the South, combined with a large American ground

431bid ., 4: 24.
465ee Chapter 11, pp. 99-100.
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offensive, would convince Hanoi to stop the insurgency 47 Increased bombing, and
mining, would further restrict the North s infiltration capability and thereby hasien
Hanoi's realization that it could not win. Sharp's perception of Rolling Thuader
biended the views of McConnell and Wheeler. While thiaking that the air campaign
could restrict Hanoi's capability to back the Viet Cong. he also believed that some
destruction of the North's economy was necessary before Hanoi would halt the
insurgency.

Rolling Thunder thus became a compromise for military chiefs, but it was a
compromise different from that reached by civilian officials. Whereas civilian leaders

in the winter of 1965 had seen Rolling Thunder as an appropriste means to accomplish

disparate goals, military chiefs in the summer of 1965 agreed on the ends sought by
bombing. McConnell, Wheeler, and Sharp differed over how best tc employ air power

to achieve the common objective of destroying the North's capability to fight. By the

Ly . SERAIS S

end of July, the three concurred that the air campaign had placed s cap on North

i
a A

f-t; Vietnam's infiltration capacity 48 altbough both McConnell and Shurp felt that this was
insufficient to deter Hanoi, and Wheeler thought that heavier bombing would produce
results faster. Still, the three thought that Rolling Thunder limited the North's capacity

ﬂ: to support the Viet Cong. McNamara shared this conviction. "We have every reason to

believe that the strikes at infiltration routes have at least put a ceiling on what the

-

North Vietnames: can pour into South Vietnam, thereby putting a ceiling on the size of

. &g"

the war that the enemy can wage there,” he commented on 28 July 49 Rolling Thun-

der's perceived effect on infiltration became one of the few mutual assumptions of

470ral History Interview of General Earle G. Wheeler by Dorothy Pierce McSweeny,

: Washington, D.C., 21 August 1969, Johnson Library, Tape i, p. 30.
~ “8McConnell commented in 1969: “The interdiction . . . certainly cut down the capability
¥e of the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong to carry on sustained operations.” See
A McConnell interview, 28 August 1969, Tape 1, p. 22.
49Memorandum from McNamara for the President, 28 July 1965, National Security Files,
\ NSC History: "Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1965," Vol. 1, Johnson
A Library, Box 40.
4
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civilian and nilitary leaders regarding the sir campaign for much of its duration. The

notion did not completely discppear untii the 1968 Tel Offensive revealed it a myth.

THE TARGET SELECTION PROCESS

Despite air lesders’ pleas for heavier bombing, Johnsoa and his priacipal

civilian advisors tightly ccawrolied the target selection process. The President's

t < Sy A= 8

perception of Rolling Thunder's military objective differed from that of his air
commanders. Although he desired a reduction of the North's capability tc fight, he

refused to let bombing threater the sttainment of his negative objectives. Those nega-

e T

tive goals prevented a rarid extession of the air campaign. Final target approval

occurred at Johnson's Tucsday White House luncheosns, autended by McNamara,

Secretary of State Dean Rusk, National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy (until his
repiacemeat by Walt Rostow), and Press Secretary Bill Moyers. Not until iate October
1967, when General Wheeler began attending, did these sessions include a military
representative 30 Geography drove target selection, and all wargets picked before
August 1963 were south of the 20th parallel.

Because of his negative objectives, the President advanced the bomb line
northward slowly. He did not authorize sttacks sgainst areas near Hanoi or Haiphong
untif June 1966. The cities themselvcs became “prohibited areas” that pilots could ot
overfly without specific permission from jJohnson. To avoid provoking the Russisns
and Chinese, he forbade attacks on airfields and SAM sites while the North Vieunamese

constructed the facilities. The President believed that such raids might kill advisers

from the Communist superpowers, thereby triggering iniervention 3! “The decision to

hit or not hit [a tarzet),” McNamara remarked, "is a function of three primary elements:

50David C. Humphrey, "Tuesday Lunct at the Johason White House: A Preliminary
Assessment,” Diplomatic History 8 (Winter 1984), p. 90. Humphrey notes that many
accounts have listed Wheeler as a member beginning in 1966, and his careful research

of priwas, v documents shows that this was not the case.
S1Ginsburgh interview, 26 May 1971, p.50.
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the valine of the target, the risk of US pilo! loss, and the risk of videning the war, and it
depends on the balance among those clements as o whether we should ar should not
hit"32 Johason also thought that bombing civiliuns wmight prompt the Sovizts or
Chinese to "widen the war.” plus it would likely resuit in an international ovtcry. "The
concern for the lives of the civilian populace is overriding in atmost everything up
there." ubserved Major General Ginsburgh 33 Occasionaliy this cencern led the Tuesday
lunck group to select ruutes of flight for atfacking aircraft.34

Johnson's perscaal coantrol of the sir war limited opiiogs for air
commanders implementing Rolling Thunder. The Tuesday lunch group initially
assigned targets in "packages” of onc per week, although this changed to packages of
three every two weeks by Septumber 1965. The group members aiso allocated a specific

n: mber of sorties against selected targets to schieve an 80 percent rate of desiruction.

Until accomplishing that amount of damage, aircrews repeatedly sutacked the same
tergets fer the one or two week period. Losses increased as the North Vietnamese
realized that the constraints wouid aliow the.a 10 mass their defenses for extended
periods of time arcund a small number of targets Weather further hampered the efflort,

because aircrews could fly the assigned sorties only during the one or two weeks

%

-

allowed. Al tbe end of a package's alloted time, the unficwn sorties were lost usless

e por

'E; Johnson and his advisors reapproved the same target in a subsequent package. Targets
o

) receiving a greater sortie ailocalion than air commanders felt appropriate did not
K

et

'j:; result in fewer soriies than assigned. "Obviously, if you do not fly them [the aliocated
>

"

sorties], you can make a case thal you did not really need them anyway," reasoned

Seventh Air Force Deputy Commander Major General Gilberi L. Meyers. "We waated to

32Air War against North Vietnam, part 4, 25 August 1967, p 333.
33Ginsburgh interview, 26 May 1971, p. 36.
JIaterview of Dean Rusk by the autkor, Athens, Georgis, 15 July 1985.
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be sure there would be nc less of future sorties on the basis that ve had not flown them
in the pact period.”55

The President’'s detailed management of the bombing did not mean that the
Joint Chiefs played no role in conduciirg Rolling Thunder. On the contrary, they
submitted numerous proposals through McNamara for systematic campaigns of heavier
intepsity. Yet Johnson's personal direction on a weekly basis comgel'ed the Chairman
o improvise a more expeditious means for providing targeting suggestions than the
formal recommendation process. "The White House wanted to tightly coatro] and
approve each individual target, each piece of real estate that vas authorized for strike.
For this resason ana in the interest of time, in seven days you just couldn't sit down and
work & JCS paper and get joint agreement across the board,” reflected Colonel Henry H.
Edelen, an Air Staff officer involved in North Vietnam contingency planning. In
March 1963, Wheeler organized a "Rolling Thunder Team,” consisting of two officers,
one Army and one Navy, in the Pacific Division of the Joint Staff. Neither individual
was a piiot; however, they reviewed the targeting proposais stemming {rom Sharp's
headquarters and made their svggestions to Wheeler, who in turn provided target
recommendations to McNamara prior te the Tuesday lunches. "If time permitted the
Chairman wculd call the proposals to the attenvion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and then
go forward with them,” commented Edelen. "Nowhere in this partern did the Air Force
really play a role."56

The workload involved in preparing the packages, the lack of experienced
personnel, and the displeasure expressed by McConpell "because there was no Air Force

representation anywvhere in the decision-making process” led Wheeler to expand the

53Ajr War against North Vietnam, part 5. 27-29 August 1967, pp. 476-485; laterview of
Lieutenant Colonel Charies Ferguson by the author, 17 May 1985, Maxwell Air Force

Base, Alabsma.

56US~F Oral History Interview of Colone! Henry H. Edelen by Major Samuel F.
Riddlsbarger and Lieutenant Colonel S. Bissel,, 27 January 197C, AFHRC, file number
K239.0512-243, pp. 1-6. 15-17, 24-26. Emphasis added.
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Rolling Thunder Team to {ive members in May 1965. Colonel Edelen became the single
AirForce representative, and was joined by officers from the Marine Corps and Navy.
Before the air campaign ended in 1968, an Army cofficer and another Air Force officer
increased the team total to seven 37

After expanding the Rolling Thunder Team ir: May, Wheeler attempied to

include the service chiefs in the plaaning process. Before advocating s substantial

shift in target priorities, he discussed his ideas with his colleague: during one of their
weekly meetings. He could then modify individual package proposals to refiect those
opinions that he accepted. "I would nct necessarily submit the smaller programs to the
other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,” Wheeler commented "because | knew their
views on the broader programs."58 The service chiefs received word of Wheeler's
weekly (or bi-weekly) target proposals from action officecs assigned to monitor the
Roiling Thunder Team's progress. After the team members made their initial targer
selections, they advised the action officers of the choices. These officers briefed the
tergets to their respective service chiefs and remained alert for chaunges in the team's
proposals. The officers also notified the chiefs on Friday mornings of last-minute
alterations, which allowed the service heads to voice disagreement to the Chairman
during their weekly meeting on Friday afternoons.3%

If any of the chiefs opposed the target proposals on Friday, Wheeler's team
had little time to make changes The Secretary of Defense requested a copy of the
proposals prior to his weekly discussion of the bombing with Rusk, which occurred in
McNamara's office on Saturday or Sunclay.60 McNamara had originally asked Wheeler
to provide the White House and State Depariment with copies of the iarget proposals

prior to the Tuesday lunch. In October 1963, the Secretary advised the Chairman to

371bid.. pp. 6. 24.

384ir War against North Vietnam, part 2, 16 August 1967, p. 139.
3%Edelen interview. 27 January 1970, p. 28.

60Rusk interview, 15 July 1985.
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forward the advance copies for the White House and State Department to him. He then
decided whether to provide those offices with early copies 6!
McNamara dominated the targeting process for much of Rolling Thunder.

Remembered Edelen:

Initially, the guiding light in establishing the weight of effort

suthorized was the Secretary of Defense. He attempted to keep sortie

allocations at & low leve! for reasons best known to himself. There were

s whole series of instances when we'd run out of sorties. In other words,

there were targets available but no strike sorties available to CINCPAC to

puton the iargets. Then CINCPAC would send in & message and we'd have

to get the approval. The approval came in all cases from the Secretary of

Defense 62
Unlike most of Johnsons's civilisn sdvisors, McNamara frequently proposed targets at
the Tuesday lunches, sad not all his proposals came from the list prepared by Wheeler's
Rolling Thunder Team. During pericds when the Tuesday lunch group did not meet,
and when the President did not feel that the proposed target list needed his personal

endorsement, the Secretary had authority to approve targets 53

CAMPAIGN OVERVIEW, AUGUST 1963-- 98
INTERDICTION DOMINATES, AUGUST--DECEMBER 1965

Afier Jobnson's expansion of the ground war in July 1965, the Joint Chiefls
redoubled their efforts to intensify Rolling Thunder On 27 August, they gave
McNamara two memorandums calling for increased bombing through an eight-week
program. Unilike their March 12-week proposal, the eight-week pizn did not advocate a
gradual expansion of Rolling Thunder. The scheme first called for attacks on military
installations in Haipheng and Hon Gay, the mining of ports, and raids on roads and rait
lines north of Hanoi. After this effori, Air Force and Navy aircraft would strike

sirfieids, SAM sites, aad other military facilities in Hanoi. Next would come attacks on

6_‘I~Z_delen interview, 27 Januarv 1970, pp. 13-14.
62[bid., pp. 38-39.
63Tulephone interview with Robert S. McNamara by the author, 15 December 1986.
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POL storage areas and electric power stations, followed by raids on Hanoi and Haipheng
industry. Heavy interdiction of major supply routes would supplement all phases of the
campaign 64

The Joint Chiefs referred to their plan as an “tccelerat~d interdiction”

program to make the North Vietnamese stop the war of to make them ineffective if they

pursuedit. Yet the proposal was much more than & program to limait support to the Viet

Cong. The plan refiected the combined ideas of Wheeler, McConnell, and Sharp, and it

C=de

revealed an intent to achieve the goals of all three sir commanders. “Stepped-up
interdiction efforts against the DRV targei system would significantly affect industrial
and commercial activity in the DRV and place in serious jeopardy the viability of the
nonsagricujtural sector of the North Vietnamese economy,” the Joint Chiefs remarked.

The i nact of intensified interdiction on the Norik's economy could, the chiefs de-

2

clared, compel Hanoi to choose between supporting Communist forces in the South and
fulfilling “the increasing domestic needs” of the Northern populace 65

The Joint Chiefs warned that the current air campaign could not completely
eliminate adequate logistical support to the enemy. They blamed controls on Goth
targeting and weight of effort, along with the small amounts of aid required by current
Viet Cong and North Vietnamese operations, for Rolling Thunder's failure to affect the
supply flow. To curtail that movement, air power would not only have to interdict
supplies going south, it would also have o reduce the amcunt of goods entering North
Vietnam. In addition, American and South Vietnamese grouad forces would have to

raise "the intensity of combat to that level where VC/DRV consumption rates of heavy

AL AAZLLEY P F AR 2 > 2R

items, principally ammunition, could not be sustained by present [resupply] efforts.” If

Amcrican ground forces did not expand combat operations, and Rolling Thuader's scope

64 JCSM 613-65, Memorandutn from the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of Defense, 27
August 1965, National! Securiiy Files, Country File: Vietoam, Folder 2EE, Johnson

Library, Box 75. Hon Gay was North Vietnam's second fargest port city.
6514id.
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remained jimited, the chiefs believed that Johnson would ultimately face what he
sought most to avoid: superpewer intervention. "Our strategy for Vietnam shouid not
aliow the communists to keep pace with or more than match our militacy efforts,” the
chiefs reasoned. "A program of slowly risiag intensity with both sides in siep carries
with it the danger that it will lead to less flexibility of choice, creeping intervention by
the Soviets aad Chinese, first vith material and later with troops, and the eventual
engulfing of both camps unwitlingly into an expanded war."66

McNamara refused to back the Joint Chiefs' proposal, although the monthly
Rolling Thunder sortie total increased from 2879 in August to 3333 in September. In
September, American pilots began the interdiction of rail and highway routes in
northwestern North Vietnam; in October, they autacked bridges on the Northeast
Railroad from Hanoi to Caina. By the end of October, they had struck 126 of the 240 tar-
gets on the Joint Chiefs' expanded target list. Of those remaining, 73 were ia the "off-
limits" areas of Hanoi, Haiphong, anc the 30-mile Zone near the Chinese border. Most of
tLe others were in the "northeast quadrant,” an area bounded by 20 degrees 40 minutes
latitude and 103 degrees 20 minutes longitude containing Hanoi, Haiphoag, 2nd the
territory north of both cities. Because of the quadrant's concentration of popuiation
and indusiry, Johnson was reluctant io approve altacks in it. Yet, if he planned o
coatinue gradually increasing air pressure on the North, he had little alternative to
striking targets in the North Vietnamese heartiand 67

McNamara perceived a necd for attacks in the northeast quadrant as a
ptelude to introducing more ground troops in the South. Westmoreland had devised a
three-phased plan to defeal the Communist forces, and to accomplish each phase's

objeciive required added maapower. The Secretary felt thut additionai bombing was

661bid., JCSM 652-65, 27 August 1965.

67"Cumulative Stutistics, Southeast Asis,” in DJSM 1162-63, 5 October 1965, National
Security Files, Name File: Colonel R. C. Bowman, Johnson Library, Box 1; JCS Briefing
Text, "Air Operations against North Vietnam and Laos,” Jacuary 1967; Pentagon Papers,
Gravel edidon, 4: 59.
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necessary prior to starting Phase I deployments. 62 On 3 November, he advised the
President to adept an "evolving” Rolling Thunder program that wouléd gradually permit
attacks on targets in the heartiand. The effort would spra five months, concluding
with raids on POL storage areas and the mining of Haiphong harbor. Following the
program, Johnson could begin Phase !I deployments. "I favor ‘evolution’ of Rolling
Thunder before Phase 11 deployments because . . . [ believe that there isa finite chance
that added pressure on the North, without Phase II deployments, may be enough to
bring the DRV/VC to terms,” McNamara asserted. He maintained that the public would
more likely approve Phase II deployments if the administration first conducted his
evolving Rolling Thunder program 69

Besides asking Johmson to expand the air campaign, the Secretary
recommended that the President should first halt Rolling Thunder Yor four weeks.
McNamara ergued that a bombing pause would offer the North Vietnamese the chance
to move towards a settlement. Also, he thought that a pause would reduce the dangers of
intervention in response to his pianned raids on the heartland, and that the measure
would demonstrate that American attempts to end the war were genuine. Finally, it
would set the stage for another pause, possibly in late 1966, that might produce a
settlemeat. He suggested that the pause should be a "hard-line” effert in which the
administration firmly committed itseif to a bombing resumption unless Hanoi began io
stop their support to the Viet Coag.70

Shortly after McNamara's proposal, the Joint Chiefs concluded that Rolling
Thunder was having a minimal impact of the North Vietnamese war-making capacity.

The chiefs claimed that bombing had not weakened the Communist armed forces except

68Tne President had ordered “Phase I" deploymeats in July 1965 to stymie the
Communist advance. Phase II called for an additional 125,000 men to allow American
and South Vietnamese forces to control 65 percent of the South’s populetion and 20-30

percent of its land by the spring of 1967.
% S9M, morandum from McNamara to the President, 3 November 1965.
7°M i
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te limit their capability for overt aggressiors. While infiltration was more difficult,
they noted that it coatinued at the ievel needed Lo support the enemy's combat activity
in the Souih. Further, the strikes had not brought Hanoi's leader- any closer o
abandoning the insurgency. Once mere the chiel’s blamed political « 'atrols for the
paucity of results. They asserted: “The establishmeril and observance of de facto
sanctuaries within the DRV, coupled with a denial of operations against the most
iraportant military and war-supporting targets, precludes completc attaiament of the
objectives of the air campaign.”" They called for a "dramatic” change in Rolling
Thuader "which will leave no doubt that the US intends to win and achieve a level of
destruction which they [the North Vietnamese) will not be able to overcome.” Primary
targets for such an effort were POL storage areas and power plants, folfowed by
| airfields, supply routes, and port facitities.7! A 20 November message from Sharp
E echoed the chiefs' argumenis, although the admiral listed POL and port facilities as tae
i most important tasgets in the North 72
Johnson poadered taie proposals from McNamara and the Juint Chiefs during
ihe iate fal’ of 1963. On 18 December, Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin told

McGeorge Bundy that if the bombing stopped for a three-week span the Soviets would

attempt to persuade Hanoi to negotiate a settiement.”3 McNamara, Rusk, William Bundy,
and Under Secretary of State George Bal! urged the President to order 2 bombing halt.

While Rusk, William Bundy, and Ball thought that a diplomatic move might yield

Johnson harbored reservations, deeming the likelihood of failure as “the most

1
|
|
|
success, McNamara still considered the padsz in the light of stronger measures W come. !
|
l

713CSM &11-65, from the Chairman, ICS. for the Secretary of Defcnse, 10 November 1955,
Netional Security Tiles, Cour.iry File: Vietnam, JCS Memorsadums, Vol. 2, Johnson 1
. Librsry, Box 193. ,
: 72Message 2022132 November 1965 from CINCPAC to 03, ia Commander- in-Chief, |
! PACOM, Outgoing Messazes, 25 July-7 December 1965, AFHRC, file number K7{2.1€23-2. |
3 730ral Bistory Interview of William Bundy by P.ige E. Muihoilan, 26 May 1969, johnson
j Librarv, Tape 3, p. 16 |
:
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dangerovs aspect” of a pause.’74 He thought thaz a bombing halt would hsave little
chance of producing an accord, and that the inability to secure peace would lead to an
increased demand from Republican Congressmea to end American involvement. The
President continued to believe that the Jack of unifiea Congressional support for the
war would cause public attention to focus cn Vietnass rather than on bis domestic social
programs. Much like the joint Chiefs' cighkt-wes<k bombing proposal, an extended pause
marked an extreme change in the conduct of the war that could not escape the public's
notice. Moreover, the Joint chiefs conteded that a pruse would relieve, rather than
spur, pressure ont the Norsh Lo negotiate.

Despite thesa coasideratiors, on 27 December Johnson reiented w the pleas
of his ‘op civilian advisors and cidered an eztension to the Sombing pause tha: was part
of a limited Caristmas truce. Tr.e Pr.:sident originally intended the extension to last for
24 to 36 hours, but on the 29th he refused to resume Rolling Thunder. The Soviets had
dispatched Polish diplomat Jerzy Michalski to Hanci to attemot a settlement, and

Johoson waited on results. Hanoi did not respond quickly. By the middie of january,

the Joint Chiefs' requests for renewed ombing had become a clamor, ot the President
persisted in waiting for a signal from the North. It finally arrived iz Rume at the end
of the month. The Pope received a letter from Ho Chi Minh bluntly stating the North's
commitment to pursue the war to viciory and denouncing the pause us 2 "sham peace
trick.” Rusk summarized the frustration feit b administration officials in 2 meeti_g

on the 29th: "The enormous effort made in the last 34 days bas produced nothing--no

*,.: 74"12:35 P M. Meeting with Foreigr Policy Advisors on Bombins Pause,” 18 December
. 1265, Meeting Notes File, Johnsor Library, Box 1.
,
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runs, 0o hits, ac errors.” Johnson's advisors now unanimously agreed that he should

restart Rollin g Thunder 75

THE EMPHASIS SHIFTS TO OIL, JANTJARY--AUGUST 1966

The pause's failur+ o produce a settiement had a profound effect on
Johnson. Despite recommendations from his civilian advisors ihat a pause would
benefit the Americac war effort, he maintained doubts about the measure's utility
thiroughou! its 37-day spaan. Ho Chi Minh's response only coafirmed the President's
coaviction ihat "he had been talked into doing something that was essentially a
sucker's move".76 Ho's reply also gave Johnson a greaier appreciation for the North's
determination. The American Army's fal! defcat of Communist forces in the Ia Drang
Valley and the dropping cf 40,000 tons of bombs on the North had not weakenad Hanoi's
willingness to fight. As a result of the perceived failure of civilian leaders to provide
him with sound advics, and the North's resoluticn, the President listened moce intently
to his military chiefs' call for "dramatic” air raids.

The 31 Januarv resumption of Polling Thunder wasa murmur rather ithaa a
roar, however. Although intending to launch heavy sirikes against the North, Johason

thought that a strong display of force in the pause's immnediate aftermath would cause

E
%
é
s

75William Buady interview, 26 May 1969, Tane 3, pp. 16-21; "Meeting with Foreign
Policy Advisors on Vietnam,” 3 January 1966, Meeting Notes File, Johason Library, Box
1; "Summary Notes of the 555th N5C Meeting,” 5 January 1966, National Security Files,
NSC Meeting Notes File, Vols. 3-9, Johnson Library, 3ox 2; "Meeting with Foreiga Policy
Advisors on Bombing Pause,” 10 January 1966, Meeting NotesTiie, Johnson Library, Box
1R "Meeting in Cabiaet Room,” 27 January (966, Meetio g Noies File, Johnson Library,
Box 1; "Meeting with Foreign Policy Advisors on Resumption of Bombing,” 28 January
1966, Meeting Notes File, Johnson Library, Box 1; Chester L. Cooper, The Lost Crusade:
America in Vietnam (New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1970), p. 294; “Summary Notzs
of the 556th NSC Meeting,” 29 January 1966, National Security Files, NSC Meeting Notes

File, Vols. 3-S5, Jehnson Library, Box 2.
76William Bundy interview, 26 May 1969, Tape 3, p. 24.
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many people to consider the cessation an insincere effort io achieve peace.?7 Upon
restarting Rolling Thuander, he prohibited attacks against fixed targets and limited
interdiction to areas south of the 21st parallel. Targets within a 30-mile radius from the
center of Hanoi, and within a 10-mile radius from the center of Haiphong, were off-
limits. These controls remained until 1 April, when the President revealed his inten-
tion to strike the North's oil storage facilities.?8

In November 1965, the Joint Chiefs determined that oil was a vital ingredient
of the North's infiltration capability. With five North Vietnamese Army regiments in
the South, Hanoi had expanded its truck fleet to resupply its troops. The vulnerabiity of
rail lines to interdiction increased the trucks' value as a logistical tool. By destroying
the North's oil supply, the chiefs believed that they could render the trucks useless and
strain Hanoi's capacity to equip its growing forces in the South. They pointed out that

the North pessessed no oil fields or refiaeries and had imported 170,000 meteic toas of

POL in 1965. Most impoyts arrived at Haiphong, the only port capable of conveniently

.

handling the buik supplies carried by large tankers. Prior to distribution, the North

A

Vietnamese stored the oil entering Haiphong at tank farms two miles from the city. The
chiefs considered these storage sites, with a holding capacity of 72,000 metric tons, the
most vulaerable part of the PCL target system. They insisted that the facilities'
destruction, followed by raids on the eight remaining majur storage areas, would "be
more damaging to the DRV capability to move war-supporting resources . . . than

atiacks against any other target system .79 Sharp, who independently examined the

77Ata 20 Junuary 1966 Cabinet Meeting. Joinsen told his advisors that he planned "to
drive the nail in” with air power if the North Vietnamese did not favorably respond to
the pause. Yet he also said that the administration "must be careful and cautious” in
reneving Rolling Thunder. See "Cabinet Room Meeting,” 20 January 1966, Meeting

Notes File, Johnson Library, Box |.
78JCS Briefing Text, "Air Operations against North Vietnam and Laos,” January 1967.

79 jCSM 810-65, "Air Operations against the North Vietnam POL System,” 10 November
1965, National Security Files, Country File: Vietnam, JCS Memorandums, Vol. |, Johnson
Library, Box 193. The chiefs estimated that dismantling the North's oil storage capacity
would require €16 aircraft sorties and cause 44 civilian casualties.
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merits of striking POL, reached a stronger conclusion. In the midst of the January
bombing pause, he argued that the destruction of POL storage siles, combined with
intensified interdiction in the northeast quadrant and miniug, "will bring the enemy
to the conference table or cause the insurgency to wither from lack of support."80
Intelligence estimates differed on the effect that attacking POL would have
on the Nortk:'s capability to continue the war. In November 1963, Defense Inteiligence
Agency (DIA) analysts revealed that the North possessed a total POL storage capacity of
179,000 metric tons while requiring only 32,000 metric tons a year to sustain current
combat operations. Yet they also stated that attacks on the Haiphong storage area would
reduce the Communists' capacity to move large units or heavy equipment8! Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) evaluators asserted at the end of December that raids on the
Haiphong sites would have minimal impact on the war in the South. The loss of the
storage facilities would slow the Communists' logistical flow, but the enemy needed a
daily average of only 12 tons of supplies, and this amount "would continue to move by
one means or another.” The CIA examiners noted that destroying the Haiphong sites
wouid cause the North Vietnamese to import oil overland. As most oil came from the
Soviet Union, this would create political problems for the Russians, who would have Lo
send it south over Chinese railroads. Hanoi's economy would suffer as well, the analysts
surmised, because the disruption of normal rail traffic would limit the North's
industrial output and complicate the internal distribution of goods.32 In January 1966,
the DIA further contended that destroying both the Haiphong storage area and

dispersed POL sites would produce local oi! shortages and Lransportation bottienecks.83

80Message from Sharp to the JC3, 12 Janaury 1966, Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition: 4:
40. Emphasis added.

8!Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 67. The Defense Intelligence Agency comprised
military analysts from the four services.

82Intelligence Assessment by Richard Helms, 28 December 1965, Pentagon Papers,
Grave! edition, 4: 64-65.

33Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 68.
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Defense Department officials initially hesitated to endorse POL attacks,
sithough they believed that Roilirg Thunder should conmtinue. In midJanuary,
Assistant Secretary of Defense John T. McNaughton named the destruction of POL third
on his list of essentials for an effective interdiction program. He considered intensive,
sround-the-clock armed reconnaissance the primary requirement, followed by the
destruction of untargested transporiation facilities. Yet McNsughton doubted that any
interdiction could stymie the Communist sepply flov. He remarked that enemy forces
needed 30 ons of supply a day 1o sustain light combat, and that the expected infiltration
of men during 1966 would raise that amount to only 140 tons, less than three-quarters
of the current muathly sverage arriving in the South. McNsugirton felt that intensive
bombing was necessary, however, if for no other reason than to make the Chinese
increase their aid to the Norih Vietnamese. Such assistance might t.hfeatm to
“smother” North Vietnam, causing Hanoi to call off the insurgency rather than risk a
joss of independence W its superpower neighhor 84

Instead of continued interdiction, the Assisiant Secretary proposed raids
against locksand dams. His rationale was simifar to that of Air Force planners seeking
to pressure the North Koreans and Chinese 13 years earlier. “Such destruction does not
Killor d=. 1 peuplc,” McNaughton asserted. "By shallow-flooding the rice, it leads afler
time to videspread starvation (more than s million?) unless food is provided--which we
could offer to do 'al the conference table.’” Because dam altacks would not directly
target the civilian populace, he insisted that thry would not provoke the Chinese or
Soviets. Still, McNaughton questioned bombing's ability to produce & setiiement. As
jong as 1 Mgt ¢ wsintained the initistive in the South, he did not believe that
Roliing Thunder could end the war 83

84john T. McNaugh " 3ome Observations about Bombing North Vietnam,” 18 January
1966, Pentagon Pagers, Gravel edition, 4: 42-49.
831bid
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McNamara, 100, suggesiad incressed bombing at the end of January. He
advised the President to raise the number of sirike sorties to 4000 & month, a monthly
increase of roughly 300 over the totals for iate 1963. The Secretary doubted that
additional bombing could place & “tight ceiling™ on the Communist effort in the South.
Yet ae noted that Rolling Thunder had heightened infiltration's cost and had forced the
North Vietnames. to divert manpowver o air defense activities and repair work.
Contnued bombing might, McNamars commented, “condition® Hansi "loward
negotisiions and an acceplable ead lo the war." Iz addition, he thought that it would
help maintain South Vietnamese morale 86

By March 1966, McNamars and Johnson both feit that the Lime was ripe (o
subject the North to sterner measures. On the 10th, the Joint Chiefs reasserted their
conviction that destroying major oil starage aress would significantly damage Hanoi's
capability to sustain Communist forces in the South 87 McNamars asked the President
to order ailacks on seven oil storage sites, including the Haiphong storage area 88 He
further recommended r~ids on the Haiphong cement plant and supply routes in the
northeast quadrant. The cement plant furnished 50 percent of the North's cement, and
McNamars and the chiefs thought that its desiruction would bemper road and bridge
construction 89 Johnson was receptive to the proposals. He told Bromley Smith, the
executive secretary to the National Security Councii (NSC), that he desired & "n axisoum
cffort” against infilirstion during the next two months 3% On 1 April, the President
gave Sharp permission o strike four bridges in the northesst quadrant and $o interdict

86Memorandum from McNamara to the President, 24 January 1966, Pentagon Papers.
Gravel edition, 4: 49, 68.

87paniagon Pepers, Gravel edition, 4: 76.

88The Secretary believed that attacks against two sirfield storage sites recommended by
the JCS would cause heavy civilian casuaities.

891bid., pp. 77-78.

9Note from Johnson o Bromliey Smith, 19 March 1966, National Security Files, Countey
File: Vietnam, Folder 2 EE, Johnson Library, Box 75.
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pine main supply routes in the heurtiand. The admiral also received orders o plaa for
April caids against the seven POL storage areas and the cement plant 9!

Domestic turmoi! in South Vietnam dashed Johnson's hopes ic autack oil in
Aprii. On 12 March, Premier Nguyen Cao Ky removed his primary political opponent,
the popular genoral Nguyen Chanh Thi, from command of I Corps. Thi's dismissel
caused Buddhist monks to begin anti-Ky demonstrations in Da Nang and Hue. Dissiderts
joined the protest, not only condeming the Ly regime but siso demouacing ihe
American presence in Vietnam end calling for pegotistions with the Viet Cong.
Newsmen porirayed the unrest 1o the United States. In Congress, hoth Damocrais ané
Republicans guestioned the propriety of Americas involvement w save s people that
did not appear Lo vant assistance. Uver 10,000 Buddhists demonstrated in Saigon on the
31st. and simiiar displays occurred ia other cities the folliwing week. Johnson had
been reluctant to begia Rolling Thunder in February '96) in the wake of Southern
political turbulence, and Ae vas uavilling a year later to increase the air campaign's
intcasity uniil Ky resiored order 92 Calm did not return untii early May, when Ky
dispatched 1000 South Vietnamese Marines to Da Nan3 to quell the protesis.

In the meantime, international efforts to siart negotiations further delayed
the POL reids. Eariy in Ap:ii, United Nations Secretary General U Thant projosed a
bombding hall as s prerequisite Lo negotiations; on 29 Aprii, Cansdian Prime Minister
Michael Pearson suggested s cesselire to siart telks, and & grsdual troor withirawel
once discussions began. In May, officials from he Netheriands, Suinea, aad Algeris
called for & boxabing halt as the initial step towards peace ip. Vietneom. The publicity of

these atiempts prevented johason from orderiag ¢.e ol sirikes, as any increase in the

91 )CS Briefic g Text. "Air Operaticns aguinst North Vietoan and Laos.” January 1967,
Peniagop Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 79.

92Aadrew J. Goodpaster, “Telephone Conversatiuns with Generad Eisunhower,” 25 April
1966, National Security Files, Name Fije: Presidert Eisennhower, johnson Library, Box 3.

RSN, GG G OGN EN L N Gt EA AR N NN LY G G G BRI CHEH SR BN ST N AN



134

air campaign could be en as “worsening the atmosphere” of the peace efforts.93 The
continued delay also caused the President to have sscond thoughts abeut the raids’
necessity .

Johnson's counselors argued against any cessation of the bombing snd
urged him to order the oil attacks. Maxwell Taylor, serving as special mili‘ary advisor
aftcr bis July 1963 return from Vietnam, told the President: “1f we gave up bombding in
order lo start discussions, we would not heave the coins necessary to pay for all the
concessions required for a satisfectory seltiement "94 Willirm Bundy advised not t» quit
bombing unless the Nosth Vietnamese stopped infiltration snd reduced military
ope-ations in the South.93 Walt Rostow, who had replaced McGeorge Bundy as National
Security Advisor, argued that Johnson should attack PCL as soon as conditions
permitted. Relerring to the raids on German oil Juring World War 11, he asserted that
sitacking North Vietnam's major reserves could severely damage Hanoi's capsbility to
fight. "0il moves in various logisitical channels from central sources,” Ae maintained.
"Vhen the ceniral sources began to dry up ihe eifecis proved fairiy prompt and
widespread. What look like reserves statisticaily are rether inflexible commitments to
logistical pipelines “96

At the end of May, Johnson silowad strikes against six smail POl. storage
incilities in unpoguiated areas, but he refused to order raids against the major sites.97

Canadian Ambsssador Chester Ronning planned & mid- June trip to Hano: to determine

Mrentagon Pepers. Gravel cditivn, 4: 94.

¥Memorandum from Mazvell Taylor 1o the President, 27 April 1966, Peptagon Papers,
Gravel adition 4:95.

SMemerandum from William Bundy to the Secretacy of State, 3 May 1965, Pentagon
Peoers, Gravol edition, 4: 97.

96Memorandum from Welt Rostow .. #cNamars and Rusk, 6 May 1966, Pentagon Papess.
Gravel edition, 4. 100-101.

$7The suthors of the Pantagon Papers speculste that Johnaon gsve the order for strikes
on sasjor POL storage sreas st the end of Mey. Minutes from 17 and 22 June NSC
Meeiings, not cited ; a the Pentagon Papers disprove this supposition.
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the Communisis' negotiating sttitude. and Rusk wanted the main POL sirikes delayed
uatil Ronning's return. On 17 June, sfier Ronning's mission had failed, Johnson toid
NSC members thai he was still uncertain about initisting the POL attacks%® He
remained hesitant five days later. At an NSC meeling on the 22nd, McNamars, W1 celer,
Taylor, William Bundy, and CIA Director William Rayborn argued sirongly for the raids’
immediate start. The following exchange betweon Wheeler and the President typified
the intensity of the discussions:

Wheeler A POL strike will not stop iafiitration, but it witl establish

another ceiling on whet they can support. There are three divisions

there with another ready to move.

Jolnson: Suppose your dreams ars fulfilied. What are the resuits?

Fheeler. Over the next 60 to 90 days, this will start to affect the total

infiltration effort. 1t will cort them more. In & very real sonse, this is a

war of attrition.

Jobason You have no qualification, no doubt that this is in the national
interest?

¥Acelor None whatsoever.
Johnson: People tell me what not to do, what 1 do wrong. 1don't get sny
alternatives. What might 1 be asked next? Destroy industry, disregard
humen life? Suppose 1 say no, what else would you recommend?
FAheeoler Mining Haiphong harbor.

Johason Do you think this will itivolve the Chinese Communists and
the Soviets?

Fheeler No sir.
Jobason: Are you more sure than MscArthur was?*®
The consensus from his military ead civilisn advisurs that oil sttacks were
necessary persuaded Johnson to begin the raids. After the meeting, he ordered strikes
oa the Hanoi and Haiphong oil storage areas for dawn on 24 June. Attacks would follow

98"National Security Council Meeting, 17 June 1966, Meoting Notes File, Johnsoa
Library, Box 1. The President stated at the meeting: "A decision on bombing is not being
made now and one is not imminent.”

99National Security Council Meeting, 22 june 1966," Meeting Notes File, Johnson
Library. Box 1.
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on the remaining five facilities. The President feil that the roids would persuade
Northern feaders to negotiste. "I thought that if we cotld seriously affect their POL
supplies, and we could make it much more difficult for this infiluration Lo succeed, that
they'd look at their hole card and say, well, what's the use, maybe we ought to try 1o
vork out some sgreement,” he recalled.190 To assure that the aitacks did not disturd
worid public opinion or provoke the Chinese or Soviets, johnson went to great lengths
to avoid civilian casusities. Handpicked crevs would fly the missions, and they would
not attack under marginel woather conditions. If poor westher delayed the strikes, the
President stated that they could not begin on Sunday, 26 June.!0!

Poor weather caused twvo postponements, and on 24 June the ¥a!l Street
Journal published details of the prospective attacks on Haiphong's POL. Appalled by the
security leak, Johnson cancelled the raids the next day, but he did not intend the repeal
asa permanent measure. Military preparations for the strikes continued. On the 28th,
Sharp notified Yheeler that his forces vere ready and that westher was favorable. The
Presideat rescinded the ca~ ~clialion, and oo the 2%th ths aliscks commenced.

Both military and civilian leaders felt that the initial raids were a success.
The Haiphong storage area appeared 30 peicent destroyed, and the Hanoi site,
containing 34,000 metric tons of POL, was completely demolished. To General Meyers,
the operation was "the most significant. the most important strike of the war”
McNamars seal a congratuiatory message to ihe field cominanders who planned and
execuled the attacks. At Honolulu on 8 July, the Secretary told Sharp that the President
wanied a complete “strangulation” of the North's POL sysiem. Monthly strike sortie
allocations jumped from 8100 to 10,100, and McNamars loid the admirel not to feel any
sortie limitations in attacking oil. A new directive for the air campaign reflected the
emphasis on POL. Desiguated Rolling Thunder 31, it eanounced that concentrated

1000 ral History Interview of Lyndon Beines Johnson by William J. Jordan, LBJRaach,
Texsas, 12 August 1969, Johnson Library, p. 19.

101pentagon Papers. Gravel edition, 4: 103-06.
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strikes on the POL system wouid serve as “an essential element of the program 1o cause
them [the North Vietnamese) to cease snpporting, controlling, snd directing
insurgencios in Southeast Asia.” General john D. Ryan, Commaader of Pacific Air

Forces, informed his units that the oil effort was necessary to reduce the North's war-

making capability. 102 1
The American public strongly becked the initial raids, aithough the

response from American allies was less favorable. In early July, a Harris opinion poil

showed that the President’s rating on his coaduct of the war had risen 12 points, from &

pro-bombing low of 42 percent in June to & post-bombing score of 54. The poll also

revealed that Americans spproved the attacks on the storage sites by better than five to i

one. The reason most cited for that approval was "a desire to get the war over with * 103 '

The raids received less acclgsim in Europe, where several leaders questioned their

wisdom. British Prime Minister Harold Wilson publicly dissocisted himself from the 1

sitacks, and his action caused Johnson to view subsequent British statements on 1

Vielnam with a jsundiced eye. "There's no doubt that in the President's mind this |

established Wilsor. . . . asa man not to go to the weil with," William Ruad) recatied.104 |
The POL strikes continued throughout July and August. At the uad or luly,

the DIA determined that bombing had reduced the North's POL storsge capacity to 73,0060

matric tons, yet the total was more than sufficient to meet requirements. Two-thirds of

this amount remained in storage sites at Phuc Yen and Kep sirfields, two of the main

areas originally targeted by the Joint Chiefs in November 1965. johnson denied Sharp's

July request to attack the two facilities because of p ssible civilian casualties. As the

raids progressed, however, DIA analysts concluded that destroying the airfield sites

102pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 106, 109; Sharp, Strategy for Defeat. p. 119;
Mossage 0703232 July 1966, from CINCPACAF to 7AF, in PACA]
March-31 Decomber 1966,

F Outgoing Messages, 15
AFHRC, file number K717.1623;} Jsage 0&07302 July 1966
fro CINCPACAF o 7AF, in PACA i

103 0pening the Fourth Front,” N!!ﬂﬁk 18 july 1966, p. 1s
104y illism Bundy interview, 29 May 1969, Tape 3, p. 36.
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would nol seriousty affect ube Northern war effort. They maintsined that the North
Vietnamese possessed enough dispersed storage areas to offset the bombing losses.
Rather than continuing the aitack agsinst the small depots scattered throughout the
North, the President directed Rolling Thunder's emphasis back to interdiction. On 4
September, Sharp declared shai the air campaign's new priorities were the “autritdon of
men, supplies, and equipmeni.” 103

The euphoria initislly fait by civilian and military leaders over the POL
raids vanished in the wake of & new analysis of Rolling Thunder. The Jsson Summer
Study, s group of 47 top scieatists briefed on the war by udministiation officiais,
produced a 36 August report on the effects of bombing North Vietnam. The group's
evalustion of the POL altacks was more pessimistic than the DIA assessment; the study
estimated that only five percent of the North's POL requirements were necessary to
support infiltration by truck, and that plenty of oil remsined to support these
operations. The Soviets couvid provide additional POL in easily-dispersible drums.
“North Vietnam has basically a subsistence sagricultural economy that presents s
difficult and unrewardiug target system for sir attack.” the Study concluded.!06

The jason Study's observations, combined with the POL effori's failure to
produce decisive results, causeo McNamars to question Rolling Thunder's utility. Never
again did he recommend an intensification of the sir war. After a mid-October trip to
South Vietnam, the Secretary retucned to Washington convinced that johneon shounld
end the struggle through diplomacy rather than miiitary force. He viewed the war in
the South as & stalemate and rejected Sharp's request for a 140,000-saan increase in
ground troops. McNamsrs advised only & 40,000-man increase to Joanson, which wouvid
give the United States a total force of 470,000. The Sacretary suggested that 10-20,000 of

these troops could construci and maintain an infiftration barrier of wire, mines, and

105pentegon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 109-110.

106jas0n Susamer Study, “The Effects of US Bombing in North Vietnam.” Pentagon
Papers. Gravel edition, 4. 111-120.
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sensors along South Vietnam's northern borders, while the ras:nder defeated the
Communists inside the South. His scheme called for Rolling Thuander aircraft to
interdict areas adjascent to the barrier. "I recummend, as ¢ minimum, against
increasing the level of bombing of North Vietnam and sgainst increasing the intensity
of operations by changing the areas or kinds of targets” McNamars urged the
President. He also advised Johnson to stop bombing the oAb "for an indefiniic pericd
in connection with covert moves toward peace 107

Major Generel Ginshurgh's assessmen? of the Jason Study's findings typified
air commanders’ perceptions of Rolling Thunder in September 1966. “The report is
very difficult wo refute conciusively,” he observed, "because it involves many judg-
ments vhich can pot [sic) be proven wrong unless an expanded program is authorized.”
The “expanded program” that the general envisioned was one with minimal political
controls. Despite bombing the North for s year and a half under the President's
swringent gu:delines, air chiefs continued to believe thai Rolling Thunder could have 2
telling impact on Lie war if ouiy they received & free haad. By conduciing systemaltic
campaigns against the eneey's economic assets, sir leeders thought that they weuld
ultimately sirike the iarget esscntial 1o the North's war-making capability, which
would in tira collapse the insurgency and cause Henoi o sue for peace. Johason's
controls did not allow thorongh campaigns against North Vieinamese target “systems.”
Nevertheless, by the fall of 1966, air commanders no longer helisved that the
transportation or POL systems were ihie "vilsl centers” of the Norih's capacity to figkt.
They were hesitant to suggest, however, that the csseantial component of Nosthern war-
making capability might be other than a “modern” clement of an indusirial state. They
were also loathe to admit that 4 year and a balf of Rolling Tht der had no appreciable
impact on the enemy. Ginsburgh reasoned: “The bombing of the North must have some

1073 emorandum from McNamars to the President, 14 October 1966, Pentagon Pepers,
Gravel edition, 4: 125-26.
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effect on the war in the South and the punitive effects in the North must have some
influence in measuring the course of the war in the South against the cests in the
North “i08

THE SHIFT TO INDUSTRY AND ELECTRIC POWER, OCTOBER 1966--MAY 1967

The Joiat Chiefs adamsntly disagreed with McNamara's bleak view of the war
in the fall of 1966. In response to the Secretary's cail for a hombing halt to induce
pegotistions, they proposed atiacks on power plants, industry, port facilities, and locks
and dams. “The Joint Chiefs of Staff belicve that the war has recched o stage at which
decisions taken over the next sixty days can determine the outcome of the war,” they
deciared to Johason in mid-October 1966.10% The chisfs condemned McNamara's bar-
rier concept and argued that Rolling Thunder had prevented the Communists fron
mounting & major offensive. With Congressional elections cn the horizon, the Presi-
deat was fukawarm to the chiefs' suggestion io expand che bombing. Seversi “peace
candidates” chalienged the administrution’'s commitment to the war, and Johnson did
not wish to give them encouragement by ordering heavy raids before the voting.

On 8 November, the Joint Chiefs elaboi 'od >~ Rolling Thunder 32, their
proposed directive for increased bombing. The program revealed their coatinuing
desire (o destroy the North's war-making capacity. Yet unlike their previous bombing
proposals, Rolling Thuader 32 shoved that they had ducided to attack North Vietaames:
will directly. The chiefs targeted eight major power plenis “to affect to 8 msjor degree
both military and civilian support to the was sffort.” They contended thai the pawer
plants’ destruction would not only reduce ths operating efficiency of railway shops 204
the Haiphong shipyards, but would also disrupt 1he daily regimer of the inhatitants of

108Memorandum from Ginsburgh to ¥alt Roslow. §3 September 1966, National Security
Files, Country File: Viotnam, Folder: Effects of US Bomling, Johnson Librery, Box 192.
Emphasis added.

109Quoted in Pentagon Papars, Gravet edition, 4: 128.
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Hanoi and Haiphong. Attacks o feur locks controlling water levels on supply canals
would “exert desirable psychological pressures cn both ieaders and populstion” by
making them think thas raids on the Red River dikes were imminent. Sirikes on port
facilities would demonsirate American willingness to sttack harbor installations
regandless of the shipping present 110

The air commanders plan to mount direct atiacks ¢ Norta Vietnamese

morsle while also striking ver-mo*itg capability wss consistent with the conduct of

past American air campaigns. Suck an air pressure strategy paralleied LeMay's World
¥ar I] fire raids and the attacks op hydroeieciric plants and irrigation dams in Korea.
Ageinst both the Jspanese in World War 1l and the Communists in Eorea, air chiefs had
firet concentrated on dedrcying Lhe enemy's capadbility to fight, believing that 1
weecking that capacity would lesd 0 a collapse of maraie. After finding that bombing
aimed specifically al an cnefy’'s war-making capebilily would nnt scon yield victory, ‘
air commanders had fext focused their aliacks on both ihe capabiiity and willingness
Lo fight. Although not stated ia ke dirsctive, Rolling Thunder 32 was an admission that
continued raids or the Narth's capacity o support tae insurgency were insufficient wo
pioiuce desired results. Whecler Xrov thal the public, both ia the United States and
around rbe world, would discern the significance of raics ¢» pover placts, locks, sad

pori Lacilitie:. Thea asked by the President in june §565 o explain the difference

12T PN b A BV T MR - L ST o o XTI R

betvi-en aite<ls nn ™L storage t.2:s 2ad power plants, he had replied that “POL is
recognized Ac & iegivinate ailitary terget”t1! The Joint Chicls sought to érive home
precidely that poiad to Hato--1hat the United States was now willing 0 arike targels
not vaivermlly parceived xs wilitary fixtarcs. Rolling Thunder's impiied threal to

desiroy the 20st valusole econemic componenis of the Nirth Vistramese patios wouid

ﬁ“ﬂi lﬁszcs, Mesorsnaum [+ ike Chairman, JC5, to the Secretary of Defense, 8
Novemner 1766, Katines! Security Files, Csuniry File: Vietnae, roldar ?%E, johinoun
Librasy, Box 73

1 *Nativnat Sacusity Councit Meeting.” 22 June 1966.
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nace again guide the sir effort, but commasders nov intended 1o give that threat some

teeth.
: The Joint Chiefs' suggestion to expand Rolling Thunder mirrored the
E fecommendstion that Johnson had received from Wesirorelend at the Manils
l Con’erence in late October.!12 After returning to Washinglon on 2 November, the
E President left for his Texas ranch two days Ister.113 There, in the afterinath of an
E election that produced sizabie Republican geins in Congress, he viewed the chiefs' 8
I Novembes propesal. McNamars forwarded the plan without comment so that ihe
; President could "receive it as promptly & ~ possible," 114 and Johnson liked what i¢ saw.
[ 0n 12 November, he guthorized Rolling Thunder 32, which increased the aumber of
' monthly attack sorties in North Victnam snd Laos to 13,200 and allowed strikes on two
! power pisats, the Faiphong cement plant, and the Thai Nguyen steet factory.its
: Several of the tergets were inside the Hanoi Pruhidited Aree, requiring specific
i approval from the President before pilots could attack them. Still, joAnson, in relative
isolation from his military and civilisn sdvisors, accepted his military leaders'

recommendstion to increase pressurs through air powe: ! 16

indicated & desire to begin negotiations. johnson hed proodsed & "Plxass A-Phase B”
'. plaa 1o whiick he would stop Rolling Ttuader (Phgse A) provided that He.aoi agreed in

|
l Shortly afier the authorization of Rolliag Thunder 52, Hapo; seemingly
S
3

112pnntagon Panecs, Gravui edition, 4: 130-31.

113pgesidential Daily Diacy, November 1364, Jokason Library.

114Memorsndum from McNamars to the President, 8 November 1956, Natiora! Security
J rilez, Cousairy Fije: Vietaam, Folder ZEE, Johnson Libmary, Box 75.

13Sherp, Strategy for Defeat. p. 122.

11830hnson returazd to Wasnington on 14 November and entered Bethesda Naval
Heapital on the i5tn for minor throst uad sbdozminal surqsry. He remsuined at Bethesda

until the 19th, when b2 again doported for Texae.
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advance to halt infiltration in key areas (Phase B).!117 In late November, the North

e = o

Vistnamese suggested to the Poles that they would meet with American representatives

J

in Warsaw on 6 December. They failed to show after American sircraft struck a rail-
yard near Hanoi on 2 December and & vehicle depot on the 4th. Hanoi hed not required
abombing halit asa preconidition to the Warsaw discussions, which the Prasident saw as
the occasion 1o establish agreement over his Phase A-Phase B plan. 113 He was furious
that the North Vietaamese chose not to meet. Because of the Polish announcement that
the raids had sshotaged the talks, and the Northern outcry that the attacks bad killed
civilians, the President curtailed Rolling Thunder 52. He suspended strikes within ten
miles of Hanoi, prohibited aircraft from transiting the ten-mile ring. and limited
attacks to no more than three new targets a week.119 He had no intention, hawever, of
stoppin g the sir campaign. "1 was ccnvinced that the North Vietnamese were ﬁot ready
to talx with us,” he later commented. "The Poles had not only put the cart before the
horse, whea the time of reckoning came, they had no borse 120

The stringent controls on Rolling Thunder remained until early February,
when Johnson ctopped the camprign on the 8th for the Tet holiday truce. The Presi-
dent used the cessaticn to write Ho Chi Minh secretly that he vould make the pause
permanent and freeze the number of American troops in Vietnam as soon as Ho quit

snding men and supplics southward. The North Vietnamese had massed three divi-

sions near the 17th parellel, causing johnson to revamp his phased proposal. The
President feared that if he suggested the Phase A-Phase B plan, Ho would agree to it and

thion send ths troops into the Scuth prior to a bombing halt.

11712 other vords.” William Bundy remembered, "we would give them the ides that the
bembin g stopped for nothing on the Jace of things, provided we in fact knew that
sorething was going Lo happen ” See William Bundy interview, 29 May 1969, Tape 4, p.
24,

113Johnsor, Yantazs Poigt. p. 251.

1195Memorandum from Rostow to the President, "Rulling Thunder 53," 23 January 1967,
Haional Security Files, Country File: Vietnam, Folder 2EE, Johneon Library, Box 73.

20 johnson, Yagtege Foint p. 232.
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Also during the Tet truce, Soviet Premier Alexsei Kosygin visited British
Prime Minister Wilson, and the two a..empted to mediate & settlement to the wvar. When
Kosygin proposed talks in exchange for a bombing hali, Wilson responded by
suggesting the Phase A-Phase B plan. The Prime Minister was unavare that Johnson
had writen Ho with different terms. Since Wilson's refusal to support the oil raids, the
President had not trusted him with any secret information on Vietnasa, and the Prime
Minister's initiative in proposing what was no longer a valid offer heighiened the
snimosity between the two men.!2! Informed of his mistake. Wilson amended his
proposal. The Premier jefl London on the iZ2th, and Johasvc sxtended the bombing
pause uatil the Soviet leader srrived in Moscow on the 13th. No further communication
came from Kosygin. On the 13th, Ho answered the President's letter. He called John-
son's offer unacceplable, staling that peace taiks could not begin until the bombing
stopped “definitively and unconditionaily.” 122

Ho's blunt refusal (o stop infiltration, the war's slow progress in the Souih,
and the American public's support for the air campaign cavved Johpson Lo order many
of the attacks nriginally approved in Rolling Thunder 32. Westmoreland had launched
Operation Cedar Falls, the largest American ground offensive of the war, in Januery
against Communist units in the iron Triangle near Saigon. Despite killing aimesi &
thousand enemy soldiers, the assault had iittle impact on the lighting. “Even though
the North Vietnamese and their Viet Cong followers were suffering one defeat after
another,” Johrson recalled, “they showed no evidence that they wvere ready Lo pull
back."!23 0n 13 February, the day that the President resumed the bombing. s Harris
poll showed that 67 percent of the American public supporied Rolling Thunder.!24
Afier 2 21 February review of Vietnam policy options by his civilian advisors, Johnson

121¥illiam Bundy interview, 29 May 1969, Tape 4, pp. 25-27.

122*Ho Chi Minh's Reply.” 15 February 1967, in Johnson, Vantage Poiat. p. 594.
123Johnson, Vantage Point. p. 239.

124pentegon Paners. Gravel edition, 4: 144.
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ordered raids on industrial targets that included the Thai Nguyen steel factory, the
Haiphong cement piant, and all thermal pover plants except those in Hanoi and
Haiphong. He also approved the mining of rivers and estuaries south of the 20th

TP ™

paraliel. Ironically, afler finally receiving suthority o attack many of the North's

indusirisl targets, air commanders found their goal of a systematic campaign foiled by

weather. Not until 10 March did aircraft bomb the Thai Nguyen steel complex, and by
21 Marck monsoons had cancelled sl but four of 51 strikes scheduled on the facility.125

0o 21 March, Hanoi published the jetters exchanged between Johason and
Ho Chi Minh during the Tet truce. By revealiag its communication with the United
States, Hanoi thus assumed some respoasidility for the peace effort's failure. In
addition, the tone of Johnson's letler was more compromising thap Ho's. The President
saV the jelters’ publicativn as an opportunty to heighten Rolling Thunder's intensity.
In January 1967, Sharp had prepared a study outlining what he feit were the North's six
basic target sysiems: eleclric pover, var-supporting industry, transportation support
facilities, mititary complexes, petroleum storage, and air defense 126 Follawing op the
heels of the December outcry against the bombing, the admiral's ples that johnson
approve unlimited attacks o all components of a target sysiem fell on deaf ears. Afier
the announcement of the secret correspondence, the President re-examined Sharp's

proposal. On 22 March he approved sirikes on Haiphong's two thermal power plants,

o an B SN ol G SR, - i g Ap g g Sy dus s BV Ve de mb bl &) o e SRR S S ik

the facilities thai Sharp had listed first for attack. The admiral's target list drove
Jobason's target selecion for much of 1967,127 although Sharp's priorities differed
litde from those of the Joint Chiefs.

Since his November 1966 suthorization of Rolling Thunder 32, Johnsea had,
much like his military leaders, begun to see the air campaign as a means to break the
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125]bid ., p. 150.

126y S. Grant Sharp end Willism C. Westmoreland, Report on the War in Vietnsm (as of
30 June 1968) {Washington: US Govarnment Printing Office, { 58), p. 31.

127Aic War agaiast North Vietnam, pert 4, 25 August 1967, p. 293.
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North's will to fight. He told NSC members on 3 February 1967 that the bombing would
continue “until we get something from the North Vietnamese."138 In mid-March, he
informad the Tennessee Stalc Legisiature thal two objectives of Roliing Thunder vere
10 deny Lthe eacmy a sanctuary and i exact & penaity for the North's violations of the
Genevs Accords.!?9 Yer the President still sought to break Hanoi's will without
sacrificing his negative objectives. His desire to portray America as & pation vorking
for peace prevented him from ordering heavy assaults in the aftermath of the aborted
Warsaw Conference and while Wilson and Kosygin tried to produce acceptsble
aeftisling terms.

Roiling Thunder's gradually-increasing pace dismayed many members of
Congress. Senstor Joha Steanis, Chsirman of the Prepuredness Investigating Subcem-
mittee of the Senste Arm:J Sarvices Committee, anaounced his intention to launch
hearings )n the conduct of the air war. Knowving thet Stennis was sympathetic to the
sir commanders’ desire for a campaign free of political controls, Johnson worked to
reduce the conflict between civilian and military leaders. Hanoi's publication of che
letters pormitted the President to accede to many of his air chiefs' demands. He be-
lieved tast increased bombing would demonstrate his resolve to fight, and he hoped
that it wouid also weaken Northern morale sufficiently to achieve a favorable peace.

Johnson approved raids on Hauoi's central gower station vn 8 April. On the
20th, after several weather dalsys, aircra(t ettacked Heiphong's thermal power piants.
fhe President als) ordered, for tke first ume in the war, stiacks on MiG airfields.
American 1orces steuck the Kep and Hoa Lac MiIG dases on 24 April, but poor weather
prevented ths altack o Hanoi's power facility until 19 May. ARkhough pleased with

Johnison's expanded wargeting, the Jeint Chiefs retracted their earlicr assertion that
raids on power piunts would affect “’ oth military and civilian suppoii to the war

1 128"Summary Notes of the S68th NSC Meciing.” 8 February 1967, Nationsl Secucity Files,
§ NSC Meetings. Vol. 4, Johnsos Lidrary, Box 2.

129pentagon Paners, Geavel edition. 4: 149,
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effort."'30 Wheelor notified the President on 5 May: “The cbjective of our gitacks on
the thermal power system in North Vistnain was not . . . to turn the lights off in major
posulation centers, but were (gic] designed to deprive the enemy oi 4 basic pover
source needud 1o operate certain war-supportiv g facilities and industries 131

The Chairman's remark contradicted the chiefs’ original purpose for the
raids. Air commanders had decided that direct attacks agains both the North's
capability and will were necessary Afier finally conducting the sirikes, Wheeler had
sscond thonghte about admilting their complete objective. His pronouncement
mirrored that of the Korean War's Geaeral 0. P. Weyland, who referced to the raids on
North Koreen irrigalion dams as interdiction efforts to wesk out rail embenkments.
Despite his Acmy background, Wheeler knew that Air Force doctrine did not condone
direct raids on civilians. Further, Air Force doctrine taught that desiroyin g a vital part
of the enemy's economy would weaken morale. Vet just as Weyland hud difficully
accepling the nced to sttack North Korsan rice, Wheeler find trouble justifying the
raids on slaciric power except in terms of their strict military value Oaly with su-
preme difficuity could he advocate attacks aimed et disrupting morale, and once those
attacks accurred, he could critique them only in regards te their effect en combat
operations.

For the moment, Johnson resolved Wheeler's dilamms. The 1S May sirike cn
the Hanoi power plant was the last aitsck of the spring offensive against lndustry and

electric pover.

150CM 1906-66, 8 November 1966.

13iMemorandum from the Chairmsn, JCS, to the President, S May 1967, Pentegon
Pupers, Gravel edi.ion, 4: 152.
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THE OBJECTIVE WAVERS, MAY 1967--MARCH 1968

The May rsid on the Hanoi power station occurred in the midst of & vigorous
policy debate over the future constuct of the war. In Iste April, the Joint Chiefs had
backed Westmoreland's request for 200,000 additional roops, called for ground assaults
into Leos aad Cambodis, and urged tho President to mine North Vietnamese ports.
Villiam Bundy, Rostow, McNsughton, ar.d McNamars opposed such extensions of the
war. Bundy srgued strongly against mining and recommended no further aitacks
against "sensitive” targets in the heartiand. Rostow, McNuughton, and McNamars
proposed a cessation of raids north of the 20th parallel. They believed that Rolling
Thunder had destroyed the bulk of important fixed targets and that interdiciion would
be most effectivs if confined to the supply flow through the "neck” of the North's
logistical funne! 132

Unlike Johnson and the Joint Chiefs, the President's principal civilian
advisors no longer perceived Roiling Thunder as s primary means to weaken Northern
morale. “Its basic objective " William Bundy deciared on 9 May, "[is] io make the total
infiltration cnd supply operstion more costly and difficult."133 McNamars could see
little value in the air campaign either ss an interdiciion measure or as ¢ hammer to
persuede Hanoi to quit fighting. Yet he aiso feit that confining Rolling Thunder below
the 20th parailel would achieve the lowest possible ceiling on infiltratios. Frustrated
hv the lack of American success in Vietnam, he advised Johnson to seek & compromize
peace, and he thought that & bombing cutback would heip obtain that goal. “The war in

Vietnam is scquiring & momentum of its own that must be stopped,” he asserted.

N
&:
H

132pentagon Pepers. Grevel edition, 4: 154, 161-76.
153Msmoracdum from William Bundy to the President, 9 May 1967, Nationa’ Security
Filas, Country File: Vietnam, Folder 2EE, Johnson Library, Box 75.
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“Dramatic increases in US troop deployments, in atiacks on the North, or in ground
sctions in Laos and Cambodis are not necessary and sie not the answer.” 134

Because of the division between his civilian and military counselors, the
President ordered & thorough analysis of Vietnam options. Yielding to his civilian
advisors' suggestions, he prohibited further sitacks within ten miles of Hanoi. Raids on
sirfields in the heartland continued, however. The outbreak of the six-day Arab-Isrseli
War in early June diverted atiention from Vietnam, end for the remainder of the month
Johnson focused on his meeting with Kosygin in Glassboro, New Jersey.135 0a 20 July,
the Presidenc finally annoupced nev directives for combat operations. McNamars had
visited Westzroreland to desermipe the general's exact troop requirements and found
that & 200,000-man increass was not ¢srential. As s resolt, Johnsoa ordered only an
additional 30,000 treops io Vietaam. '

In considering Rolling Thuader, the President examined three options: to
incresse bombding in the Northern heactiand, to restrict sttacks to below the 20th
paralisl, sad 1o maintain U : campalga's curreat level of intensity. He chose the last,
The new Rolting Thunder directive, number 37, allowed raids on 16 fixed targeis in the
northeast quadrant es well as extensive interdiction. The restriction on sattacks within
ten miles of Hanoi remained, despite crivs from Sharp and the Joint Chiefs. Johnsun's
directive satisfied neithor his civilion nor militery sdvisors, and was, in effect, “s
decision to postpone the issue."136 With Stennis' commitiee scheduled to meat in Au-
gust, and almost 500,000 troops in Vietnam, he could not justify s significant decrease in
the bo.abing. His negative objectives prevented more extensive eitacks, and he was

now faced with a growing anti-war protest that was exiremeiy visible and articulate.

134Memorandum from McNamars to the President, i9 May 1967, National Security Files,
Country File: Vietaam, Folder 2ZEE, Johnson Library, Box 73.

1354t Glsssboro, Johason geve Kosygin the same terms to paus on to Fisnoi that he had
earlier offered in his letter io Ho. The North Vietnamese did not raspond.

136pentagon Pepers, Gravel edition, 4: 196.

"\
I\ L T T A L T T T LT T A A T A AT T T T T A N N A, e e N N N L W AT AT S A 1 A N
EM&L—ULCMmLuxwmm‘muam e e e e e e e e ey



150

While the middie road prevented him from exerting the desired amount of pressure
against Hanoi, it helped to assure that he would maintain the support necessary, from
both his civilian advisors and the American people, L0 prosecute the war.

Air commanders exploited the publicity surrounding the Stennis hearings o
press their requests for increased bombing. In early Au just, the Joint Chiefs combdined
their target list with Sharp's to create t& "Operaling Target List” of 427 fixed targets. )37
Of these, sircrafl had attacked 239, and the President had prohibited sirikes against 138.
On 9 August, the opening day of the hearings, the chiefs recommended attacks on 70 of
the restricted targets. Johnson knew that commanders such as Sharp and McConnell
would use the hearings to vent their displeasure over the air campaign's political
controls, and he responded to the chiefs' request by expanding Roliing Thunder 37
authorizations. He spproved attacks on 16 additional fixed targets, with six located
within the ten-mile Hanoi circle and nine located on the Northeast Railroad inside the

Chinese buffer zone. The President continued (0 remove restricuons, and by mid-

Seplember sircraft had struck 40 of the suggested targets. i35 Speaking of the freedom

givea 1o Seventh Air Force to stiack the Northeast Raiiroad, Lieutenaat Cofonel William

H. Greenhalgh observed that “we vere finally given carte blanche.” 139 That autonomy

l_, resulted in the realization of one of Johnson's great fears. Two fighters raiding the

: railroad sirayed across the Chinese border on 21 August, and Chinese MiGs shot down
both aircraf. 140

The China overflight contributed to the President's decision to prohibit

further strikes within danoi's ten-mile perimeter. Although the Chinese did not

137The Joint Chiefs' list contained 242 fixed targets prior to the addition of Sharp's

September 1967, in Iarget Studv--North Vietaam, AFHRC, file number, K178.2-34.

139USAF Oral History Interview of Lieutenant Colonel William H. Greenhalgh by
Lieutensat Colonel Robert Eckert, 11 October 1967, AFHRC, file number K239.0512-40, p.

2t

)
g
targets.
133CM 2630-67, Memorandum from the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of Defense, 15
E 140pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 198.
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increase their military eid to the North, johnson worried that another incident might
wragger direct invoivement. In addition, the President had dispaiched Dr. Henry A.
Kissinger to Paris in response to Freach indications that the North Vietnsmese might
ncgotiste, and Johnson did not want Rolling Thunder to undermine the possibility.
Kissinger proposed an end to the bombing if the cessation would ",pru:t_-im_n.ly lead” to
“productive discussions.”"14! The offer differed from the previous N Jw:nber's “Phase
A-Phase B" advance, for Kissinger stated that the bombing bait wou < lnst aslong as ihe
North did not “take advanisge” of it. Normal military acuvity i1, .outh Vietaam, in-
cluding resupply, would be allowed to continue until a cease-firy cccurred.142 0n 29
Sepiember, Johnson publicly announced the terms ia a speech to the National
Legisiative Conference in Ssn Antonio. Four days iater, North Vietoam's Commuanist
Party newspaper described the proposal as & “faked desire for peace.”!43 French
intermediaries confirmed that Hanol no longer appearcii wilting to talk. "The channel
was dead,” the President reflectsd. “The door was close/ and locked.”144

Kissinger's failure 1o obtain negetistions led to the intensification of Rolling
Thunder. Johnson approved reids on five targets in or near Hsiphong on 6 October,
and on the 230d aircraft attacked inside the Hatoi perimeter for the first lime in two
months. On the 25th they struck Phuc Yen airfic'd, the primary MiG-21 fighter base
and & target frequently recommended by Sharp and the Joint Chiefs. The Phuc Yen
raid showed that Johnson's desire to batter Northern morsle had begun to override his
negative objectives. Three weeks before the atinck, he had pointed out Lthat an assault
on the airfield would kill 200 Soviet technicians. He had also expressed his coacera

over the Jack of public support for Rolling Thunder.!45 Yet the Phuc Yen raid came

141 Johnson, Vantage Poiat, p. 266.
142peategon Dapers, Gravel edition, 4: 234
143Quoted in Poptegon Fapers, Gravst edition, 4: 206.

144Johnson, Yanisge Point, p. 268.
143" President's Meeting with Robin Olds,” 2 Octobes 1967, Tom Johnson's Notes of
Meetings, Johnson Library, Box 1.
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only Jour days sfier 30,000 anti-war protesters staged s dramauc march oa the
Pentagon.

While tliey approvsd of the President's expansion of Kollinyg Thunder, sir
commanders argued that it was not enough. "Norih Vietnam is paying heavily for its
sggrestion and has lost the initistive in the South,” the Jrint Ckiefs informed
McNamara, “[but) at our present pace, terminatior: of North Vietnam's mititary effort is
not expected to occur in the aear Muture. 116 0n 27 October, the chiefs urged Johnson
to reduce the Hanoi "ne f1y” zone to a three-miie radius. A month later, they asked the

Presidept to initiste s four-month campgigt ayainst 24 restricizad targets. Mining

SIS R R AR

would supplement tire efTort, and tire corndination of i and sea interdiction would, the
chiefs maintgined, incresse the hordships imposed on the North. In proposing the
four-month program, they asked the President (o sccepi an expected increase in
civilian casualties as “justifiable and necessery.” 147 McConncll questioned the restric-
tions on attacking the Norihern rice crop, ¥hick he saw as a target that would affect
tiie Communists’ var-making capacity as well as their will w fight. "My experience is
limited to Worle War 11 aad Korss,” he remarked. “1n neither of those was there any

artempt o paeserve the agricultural base, if the targets were required from the

S
L et

standpelnt of suppression of ikeir ‘the enemy's! ability to ‘vage war."148

McNamara sdvised Johnson not io oxpand Kelling Thunder, but the
Sccrotary made little headway against the military's arguments for itucressed bombing.
Siace the oil raids in mid-1966, he Lad questioned the air campaign's military
effectiveness, and since the opring of 1967 he had drubted that the United States could

sccomplish its criginal political objactives thi-ough force. The President, however,

LY RASEGRT AT AR

remained committed to the goals espoused in NSAM 288, and the vision of an

A

146)CS!A 355-67. Momorandum frox the Chairman, JCS, to the Secretary of Defense 17
Ociober 1967, Pentagon Fapers Gravel edition, 4:210-11.

147psntegon Papers. Gravel adition, 4: 215,

1482 ir War agsingt North Vistram 22-23 August 1957, pert 3, p. 213,
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independent, non-Communist South Vieltnam stil! guides the military's planning.
Wheeler became a regular member of the Tuecsday lunch group in October 1967,
assuring that the President received the Joint Chiels' views firsihand on a weekly basis.
Moreover, Westmoreland reported & lack of Communist activity in the South. The
gcneral's optimism buoyed Johnson's hopss that the North Vielnamese were finally
starting to feel the elfects of American military pressure. In the aftermath of Senator
Eugene McCarthy's November decision to run for' the Presidency as a peace candidaie,
Vestntoreland returaed to the United States and defended the administretion’s conduct
of the war. Johnson received further support for the conflict from a special sepior
sdvisory group. Consisting of former officials suck as Dean Acheson, Robert Murphy,
and Douglas Dillon, the group informed the President that continued miilitary force
would pressure the North into a favorable seutlement. 49 McNamara could not accept
that conclusion. Feced with s growing isclation from the mainstream of administration
thinking, he decided in November 1967 Lo resign as Secretary of Defense. 150

Johnson's approval of ten of the Joiat Chiefs' 24 recommended targets on 16
December revealed not only McNamara's inability to influence military policy, but also
the President's disdain for the Jason Study's second evalustion of Rolling Thuader.
Completed at McNamara's request by many of the scienlists who participated in the 1966
review, the December 1967 report concluded that North Vietnam's war-lighting
capacity had jncreased because of the bombing. The scientists asserted that Rolling
Thunder had caused the North Vietnamese o enhance their transportation system by
making it more redundant and eliminating choke poiats. As long as Hanoi's capability
to support Communist forces in the South remained, the Jason Stwudy insisted, bombing
could not affect the North's will to fight. The scieniists further remarked that they

1490rat History Interview of Clark M. Clifford by Joe B. Frantz, Bethesda, Maryland, 2-14
July 1989, Johnson Library, Tape 2, pp. 24-25; Tape 3, pp. 4-5.

150Ciark Clifford replaced McNamars as Secretary of Defense at the end of February
1968.
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could not devise an air campaiss that would reduce the amount or men and goods
fiowing south.!3} Sharp couniered <he Study's findings with his cown evaluation of tae
air effort. “Although men and material needed for the love! of combal now prevailing
in South Vietnam continue to §12¥ daspite our atiscks on LOCs,” he conceded, “we have
made it very costly to the eacmy in terms of fasterial, munpower, management, and
distribution " 152 Starp, the Joint Chiefs, and the President sil believed that the hign
co2t inflicled by air power, combined with the Communists' inability to win in the
South, vould ultimately cause Hanoi to yicld to American teras.

By mid-December 1967, johnson Xaew that the enenry planned (o launch an
offensive in the South, and he felt confident that American forces couid parry the
blow. “The view in the White House was uptimisiic,” Majer General Ginsburgh recalled.
“We specuialed that this might be 2 ge-for-broke cempaign wnd that defore the
cumpaign terminated there would he a real possibility for eatering into
aegotistions.”153 The Presidesst considersd Nosth Vietnamese Foreign Minister Nguyen
Duy Trinh's public statement on 29 NDecember fusthur prool that conditions were rige
for seitlement. Trinh stated (hat the North weuld begin discuseions with the United
States once the hombing stopped, vhich was a chenge from his previocus comment thas,
talks zould begin if the bombing eaded.!54 Joknsoa prohibited raids within five miles
of Hanoi on 3 January 1963, and in his State of the Unioa address on the 17th he
encouraged Hanoi to accept his "San Antonio formuls” as the basis for peacs talks.

Or 30 January, one Jey after the start of the cease-fire for the Tet holiday,

the Norih Vistnamese and Viet Cong begea th2ir offensive. The assauit caug! ¢ Johnson

151 Jason Study Report, December 1967, Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4 222-23.
1521967 Progress Report,” Message firom CINCPAC to the ICS, in Sharp, Strategy for
Defeat, p. 302.

153Ginsburgh interview, 26 May 1971, pp. 10-14. Rostow established & Fhite House
intelligence evalustion group that first predicted an snemy offensive; tho CIA and DIA

soon confirmed the Rostow group's assessment.

154Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 233.

N T T, AT 1 T (01 C R 1 L R T LN v N 0 o 0 L O P N R W ) TN 010 T T D WY NP S



sl 7 . W

By gl S . e B W e S

s Mt Dot B s et o IS BT B - s

R b gl NC R Sl ok B W A b d iVl Ll ke G e e 4 I o el oy db B Jb S tn it o

133
and his civilian adviscrs off guard. "We were very suyrprised wheo it casme during the
Tet keiidays, which both sides hag traditionsily reserved as a sianidowa period,” Rusk
remembered. ‘35 The attack’s magnitude stunned air commandess. An estimated 7¢.000
troops struck 36 of the South's 44 provincial cooitals and five of its six auwnomous
cities.!5¢ Air leaders had copsistenily meintained that Rolling Thunder limited the
scale of Communist ground operaticns, and the Tet Offensive shaitered thet conviction.
The asseult also demonsirated that bembing had not dampened the North's will to fight.

As ¢ rest of Roliing Thunde. . Jsilure 1o stymie the enemy's war- aaking
capability, air commanders sought to intensilv the autack oa Northern morale. The
ferocity of thc enemy cifensive csused Wheeler to overcome his misgivings about
siriking targets that might preduce sivilian casuslties. At the Tuesday lunch on 6
February, h¢ pieaded with Johnson for permission to atiack all targets outside bf athree
and a half mile radius from the ceater of Hanoi and & oae end s healf mile radius from
the center of Faiphong. The gencial noted that the North Vietnamese possessed an
excellent sir reid warning system that would help keep civilian casualiies o a
minimum. Yet he further told the President that he was not bothered by civilian losses
when comparing them 10 the Comumunists’ "organized death and butchesy" in the South.
“All this reistes to the matter of pressure,” he remarked.!57 johnson removed the five-
mile limit arourd Hanoi and approved attacks cna 14 previously-restricted targets, but
he did not give Wheeler authority to attack additional targets without his appiroval. The
Chairman contiaued to press for raids to wveaken Northern will. On 19 March, he

proposed striking the Haiphong docks, Inculed near a large concentration of the city's

135Rusk interview, 15 July 1985.

158Dave Richard Paimer, Summors of the Trumpet (Novato, CA: Presidie Press, 1978), pg.
186-87.

157 Netes of ths Presilent's Tuecday Lunchesn Meeting,” 6 Februas y 1968, Presideat s
Appoiniment File, Johasea Library, Box 89.
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inkabiinp’s. 135 The President rejecied the suggestion. By this time, he had greve
doubts that mil:tary pressure would achieve his gnals in Vietnam.
At the ead of February, Jobhnsoa had ssked Clerk M. Clifford, kiz new
Secretacy of Defense, to raview Vieraam policy options. Clifford started the analysis
convinced thet increased force “7as the proper response to the Tet Offunsive. The belief
oroved iransitary. Westmorselnad had requested an additional 200,660 men to thwart the
Commucist asssnl’, but the nint Chicfs could poi give Clifford a precise time whea the
attrition a7 enemy fortes would bscora: “unbearable” 139 In addition, Clifford aud his
Tasistexis detsrmined that & significant increase in bombing could not uffect tne
North's wal making capsdility. Thoy cbservd that the only purpose of intensifying
yiry Thuncer “would be w endusvor w break the will of the North Vietnamese
feecers,” a yrospecs that they thought had Littie chance of success even if the Uniled
Mages atzemeted delivecats *eiZ2g on population ceaters o the ked River dikes. Be:ides

failing to destroy Horikare saorsri: Xuch messures wanld, they conrtended, sliensie

eliied and Jdcmestic sunport for the wer and heighten the risk of supcrpower
‘qtevrantion.d5? Tae $swal prospects for military succoss aiier on “he ground or
th.reugh ths sie cavsed CLEET1S w restncaon the see'or pelizy advisors who had

covassled joncan (u Ker2oorcr 1977 Meeting ot the Whiie House 02 18 and 19 Yisrch,

PSS L 10 AER= s

a0l af e «ficinls now advecetad a withdrawsl from Viewzae 191 Clifford concurred.

a

g
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Teesecond " Wistaen ™ masin e clnsely foilowed domestic acd politice] crises
13, thae Dravides, cnd Rad 3 maior impacy ~4 hiswillingness (o centinue the was. On 34
Merct, the New Tork Tises ceported Westmore: \nd's reguest o3 209 000 more troops.

addun g to 34 rosaiar QUICTY egainst hs vae fusled by Lhe Tet Mffeasive. Three days

185550512002 Sapegs Croavel sditon, 4: 262,

15%Clifford inteview, 2 July 1949, Tape 2, pp. 25-26.

1602if<srd Wor¥ing Group Mornorsadum, 5 March 1968, Pen'sang Paners, Gravel
edtv. i, 4 £ 3037

BOSCIifs: od interview, i july 1969, Tape 3.p.9.
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later, Johnson nurrowly defeated McCarthy in the New Hampshire primary, and on the
16tA Sepator Robert Kennddy, Johnson's primary political foe, announced his
candidacy in the Presidential race. The events of March 1968 starkly demonstrated that
: Jehnson's pagging fear hud Pecome a reality--he had lost the public support necessary

Lo prasecute the war. Clifford's about-face and ihe senior advisors' consensus Lipped

the scaies agsinst appiying additiona! military force in Vietnam.162 In s 31 March

televicion address, the President announced that sircraflt would no longer bomb the
Nosth, except 1o the area directly north of the 17th paralle! where enemy build-ups
: threatened Americar and South Vietnamese forces. To help assure that the unilateral
F action ied to negotistions, he stated that he would devote his remaining time in office to

peace efforis and that he would not seek re-¢lection.

The traums of March 1968 combined with the shock of the Tet Offensive and
caused Johtison to absadon his allempt 10 creste an independent, stable, non-
Communist South Vietnsm: through the appiication of military power. His hope for a
nop-Communist South remained, but after 31 March he did not believe that he could

e W - AR W AR s R

achieve that goal by pressuris g the North with limited militery force. The realization
was & painful process that occurred slowly. He later noted: "When did 1 make the
decisions thar T announced on the evening of March 31,19687 The answer is: 901 P. M.
op Mazch 31, 1968.7163 The failure to stop Communist aggression made achieving the

i i e STl

President's positive political objective problematic; an independent, non-Communist

Souvth catwild exist only if it could prevent a Commuanist 1akeover, and witkout continued

American military assistance, the South's survival wes uniikely.
Johnson thus provided his successor with a dilemms, and that dilemma

formed the basis of America's revamped war aims. On the one hand, the lack of public

162Tcwnsend Hoopes, Johnson's Under Secretary of the Air Force, mainteins that
Clifford's dissatisfaction with the war was the key reason for the President's March
decision to de-escalate. Sec Hoopes' The Limits of Intervention (Naw York: David McKay

Company, Inc., 1969).
163 Johason, Vantage Point, . 423.
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support for the war compelied the President 1o remeve American forces from Vietnam,
On the other hand, he still sought Lo preserve a non-Communist South. Fittingly,
‘ Johnson provided the label for these twin goals. "Let men everywhere knov,” he
concluded his 3' March address, "that & strong, & conflident, and & vigilant America
stands ready tonight to achieve an honorable pesce.”!64

In sttempting to achieve “peace wich honor,” Richard M. Nizon would place

8 large messure of faith in air power.

164Quoted in Pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 275.
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CHAPTER IV
ROLLIRG THUNDER: RESTRAINTS AND RESULTS

We are considering air action against the North as the means to & limited
objective--the improvement ui our bargaining position with the Nor™
Vietnas.ose. Al the same lime we are sending signsais to the North
Vietnamese that »~ur limited purpose is (0 persusde them to stop
harsssing their peighbors, that we do not seek to bring down the Ranui
regime or to interfere with the independence of Hanoi.

George V. Bsll, 5 Octoder !96+7

It is within our power (o give much more drastic varaings to Hanoi than
any we have yet given. If General Eisenhower is right in his dbelief that
it was the prospect of nuclear attack which brought an srmistice in
Kores, ve should st lesst consider what reaiist:~ threat of larger action is
available to us for communication to Hanoi.

McGeorge Buady, 30 Jupe 19652

A vaciety of contruls limited the bombing of Nosth Vietnam. VWhile
President Lyndon Johnsoa's much-publicized political restrictions were the most
obvious limitation on the campsign, military and operational restrictions also confined
the air effort. These controls reduced bombing's military effectiveness, and hence its
efficucy as a political instrument. The air campaign did not significantly lessen the
North's capability io fight, nor did it veaken Hanoi's willingness o continue the war.

Rolling Thunder's inability to achieve decisive results did not stem entirely
from the controls placed on it. Of equal importance to the restrictions was the failure

of civilian and military leaders to appreciate the type of warfare waged by the enemy.

1George W. Ball, "How Valid Are the Assumptions underlying our Viet-Nam Policies?” 5
October 1964, The Atlantic 230 (July 1972),p. 38.

2Memorsndum from McGeorge Bundy to the Secratary of Defense, 36 June 1965,
National Security Files, NSC History: "Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietaam, July

1965," Vol. 6, Lyndon Baines Johnson Library, Austin, Texas, Box 43.
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Despite irequently gdatlng that the Communists conducied guerrills warfare, both
groups assumed that dhe destruction of resdUrces necessary for copventional conflict
would weaken the enemy's capability aad will to fight un.conventionally. The United
Stales had aever opposnd & guerriils foe iu the nuclear ers. sad memories of
unconventionat copflicts in the Philippines and iatin Americe bad feded in the
aftershock of Hiroshims. Americs hsd also fought caly one limited war in the atomic
age. Air commandsrs in the early 1%:0s considered Xores an aderretion gnd prepared
for global conflict with tae Soviet Union. Meanwhile, civilisn leaders saw the Soviets
rotreat in Cubs froz the threat of Americar it powsr. The abseace of limited war
experience in an unconventional eavironmen: combined with smug self-sssurance
and led to a mispisced faith in Rolling Thunder. Instead »f facilitating victory, the air
power conviciions of civilisn aad military chiefs served as blinders cbscuring the true
insge of the Vietnam War.

CONTROLY ON ROLLING THUNDER
POLTVICAL CONTROLS

Johnson's controis on the air canipaign flowed {rom his negstive political
objectives. The goals of avoiding Soviet or Chinese intervention, preserving the Great
Society, securing a favorable American image overseas, and maintaining the support of
Western allies caused him to keep s tight rein on Rolling Thuader. Although he
periodically ralaxed his controls, the President remained consteatly alert for signs that
Rolling Thunder threatened the accomplishment of his negative aims. By restricting
weaponry, targets, and scrtie rates, he tried to fashion an air campaign that would hurt
North Vietnam without provoking externsl observers.

Armament limitstions included both s bsn on nuclear weapons and the

restricted employment of B-52 bombers. Neither Johnson nor the Joint Chiefs seriously
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considered using the atomic bomb against the North. To do so would have iaviled the
nuciear exchange et the President foared; further, air leaders found no ‘argets
vorthy of atomic erdnsnc:. They proposed sending 5-32s, with 30-ton loads of
conventional “iran” bombs, against mershalling yacds end sirficlds3  Despite
duipatching additional bombers to the Pacific in esrly 1963, johnson hesiteted to send
them across the i7th paratiel. He believed that B-32 sttacks on the Nerth would sppear
too provocative, plus he wanted to sveid iosses to & major compunent of Americs's
auclear deterrestd In mid-June 1963, he permitted bomber raids in the South, and the
"Arc Light" campaige of B-32 close air support son became s regular fecture of the
Southers war. Not uatlil 1966 did Johnson crdur the bombers northward. They flew
orly 141 Rolling Thunder missions, and most occurred near the demilitarized zpne.’ B-
32s did, however, stiack Esiphong's oil storage facilities in April 1967.

Controls on targets also linited the air effort. American jets did not astack
the enemy “heartiand™ aorth of the 20th paralie] until iste 1963. johnsoy restricted
raids egainst Hanoi, Haiphong, and targets adjacent to the Chiness border, although the
limitations varied in severity. Unless they secured the President's approval through
tke Joint Chiefs, air commanders could noi attack targets within s 30-mile radius from
the center of Hanoi, a 10-mile radivs from the center of Haiphong, and within 30 miles
of China. These "Restricted Ares” conlrols remained in effect for the duration of
Rolling Thunder. In December 1966, Johnson esteblished "Prohibited Areas” sround
Hanoi and Haiphong. These were Zones where no attacks--or overflights--were

possible. The Prohibited Ares restrictions fluctusted according to Johnson's

mm‘_m_m Srna.lor Grnvel edmon (Boston Beu:on Press, 1971), Vol. 3:
209, 333-34.

4Memorandum from General Andrew Goodpaster to the President, “Meeting with
General Eisenhower,” 12 October 1963, National Security Files, Name File: President
Eisenhnwer, Johnson Library, Box 3.

SRaphsel Littaver and Norman Uphoff, eds., The Air War in Jndochins (Boiton: Beacon
Press, 1972), p. 44.
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temperament and the seriousness of Americsn negotisting efforts. For most of 1967,
the zones were & 10-mile circle around the center of Hanol and a four-mile circle
sround Hsiphong &

Besides dotermining where his pilots could attack, the Presiden: decided jow
aften they could do so. By assigning targets in weekly, or bi-weekly, increments, he
gssured that the campaign would intensify gradually. Johnson also siopped Rolling
Thunder completely on eight different occasions beiween March 1963 and March 1968.
His reasons for the cessations varied. In May 1963, he halied the campaign for 3ix days
as “s propagands effort” to demonstrate that he sought s peaceful solution to the war.?
The atiempt W negotiate was not genuine, unlike dbids made in December 196) and
February 1967 in concert with respective bombing psuses of 37 aad «ix days. Johnsca
stopped Rolling Thunder briefly during both Christmas and New Year's ir 1966 and
1967, and for 24 hours on Rddha’s birthday in May 1967.

Conditions in S uth Vietnam further affected the air cempaiga’stempo. The
President refused to start bombing in December 1964 or February 1963 while coups
immobilized the Saigon government. Likewise, he hesitated to attack oil storage
facilities while Buddhist protesters challenged Premier Nguyen Cao Ky's authority in
spring 1966. Johnson had initially intended Rolling Thunder to be a joint operation by
American and South Vietnamese air forces. The difficulty of coordinating with
Southe.,n leaders. and the lack of sophisticated South Vietnamese aircraft and highly-
trained pilets, cavsed him in March 1963 to drop the requirement for Southern

6Pentagon Papers. Gravel edition, 4: 233.

71a an 18 Do smber 1963 moeiing with Johnson and his principal civiiian advisors,
Secremry of Defense Robert §. McNamara stated that the May pause “was & propagands
effort--no: for the Sovists to help [negotiste].” No one chalienged this explanation. See
"12:35 P. M. Meeting with Foreign Policy Advisors on Bombing Pause,” 18 December
1967, Meeting Notes File, Johnson Library, Box I.

SMessag~. Maxwell Taylor to George Ball, 3 June 1953, National Security Files, 175C
History: Deploymeant of Major US Forces to Vietnam, july 1985,” Vol. 4, Johnson Library,
Box 41.
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perticipation. Tae qualification restricted op2rations during Rolling Thunder's ficst
two weeks, the period when the Presidents's civilian advisors had the most faith ia its
success.

In addition to announced bombing controls, Johnson and his civilian
counselors indirectly limited Rolling Thunder. Conceras other than Vietnam reduced
the attention thai civilian leaders could devote to the dr campaign, and Tuesday luach
decision-making sometimes blurred the intentions of the President and his advisors. At
the 2nd of April 1953, an sttempted coup in the Domiaican Republic competied Johsnson
to focus on the Caribbean when Rollicg Thunder was not yer two inonths nld.
Determined to foresiall the estedlishment of & second Commuanist regime ir the Westera
Hemisphere, he dispatched 22000 troops to the couantry. The Domicican crisis
coniinued uatil sarly June and prevented Johnsen from giving careful thought to his
May decision t6 stop Rolling Thunder temporarily 9 The Acab-Isracli Wer in June 1967,
foiiowed by the Glassboro Summit Iater that month, also diverted the Prvsident's
attention from Vietnasi. After having asked foy a review of Vietnam policy optisns in
May 1967, he delsyed his response to bomping preposais until late Juiy. The North
Korean capture of the American intelligence ship Pyeblo on 23 January 1968--seven
Cays prior to the Tet Offensive--distrected johnson and his advisors from Vietnam and
heightened the surprise of the Communist assault. Instead of sending reserve ground
and air units to Southeast Asis 1o opposc the attack, he ordered reserves to Kores to
boister American forces these.

The Presidant made many of his foreign policy decisions, including thosc
concerning Rolling Thunder, during his Tuesday White House juncheons. The lunch
group met roughly 160 times between 1964 and 1968, although the frequency of
meetings was erratic. After & 9 March 196) session, Johnson convened Tuesday luaches

90ral History Interview of William Bundy by Page E. Mullohan, 29 Msy 1969, Johnson
Library, Tape 2, p. 27.
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for 11 consecutive weeks, and he relied on them ofien in August sird Seprtember. In the
first 20 veeks of 1966, the lunch group met onty six times, but after December 1966 the
luncheons occurred an average of four out of every five weeks.!® Johnson preferred
the lunch sessions to National Security Council (NSC) meetings decause they lessened
the chance that secret material might leak (o the press. “In effect. the Tuesday
luncheons were NSC meotings--the key participaats of the NSC were present,” reflecied
Secretary of State Dean Rusk. “The luncheon format sllowed complete caador; there
was pobody sitting in chsirsalong the wall. We knev what was ssid vouldn't be in The
Xashingion Pogt the nextday."!!

While permitting csador, the luncheons did not gusrsatee clarity. Caly
Johnason's principal sdvisors attended the gstherings and they did not pubiish the
sessions’ results.!2 William Buady, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian Affairs,
described the Tuesday lunch as "an sbomination . $3 He recalled that after a Juncheon
he would telephone his counterpart at the Defense Department, Assistant Secretary
Joha T. McNaughton, to discuss what each thovght were the decisions made at the
sessiori. Difterent perceptions were frequent. Benjamin Read, the State Department's
exacutive secretary, noted that occasionally after talking with Rusk snd Naiional
Security Advisor Wali ¥. Rostow, "you wou ' think that they had attended separste
lunches.” !4

The information that air chiefs received from the Tuesday luncheons was
sometimes incorrect and often caused confusion. Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamars informed Admiral U. S. Graant Sharp, Rolling Thunder's operational

10pgvid C. Humphroy, “Tuesdsy Lunch at the Johnson White Houe: A Prelimisiary
Assesament,” Diplomatic History 8 (Winter 1984), pp. 82-89.
I1]1nterview of Dean Rusk by the suthor, Athens, Georgis, 15 July 1985.

12Chester L. Cooper, The Lost Crusade: Americe in Vietasm (New York: Dodd, Mesd, and
Company, 1970) p. 414.

13¥William Bundy interview, 2 June 1969, Tape 5, pp. 12-13.
i4Quoted in Humphrey, p. 98.
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commander, oa 10 May 1963 thet the dbosating would stop for several days "in order to
obsarve [the) reaction of DRV [Democrutic Republic of (North) Vietaam] rait and road
traasporistion systems." '3 The Secratary did not menuon that Johnson intended the
interiude as & ploy ¢ demonstrate his willingness to negoliste. Whea the bombing
resumed, the lunch group produced a definition of "scceptable” inierdiction turgets
that taffled sir commanders. Pilois learned Lthat they had suthority %0 strike moving
targots such £s convoys and Lroops, but Lhst they could not stiack highways, raiiroads,
or bridges unless moving traffic appeared on the structures. 16 Mozeover, the precise
mesaing of "moviag targets” was uacizar to those executing Rolling Thunder. A wing
commander in Thailand displayed his confusion over permissible intardiction targets to
2nd Air Division Headquarters in Saigon:
What is ¢ military convoy? How maay vehicles censtitute s eonwy?

When s specified number of vehicles covers what length of roed is it o

convoy? Iss single vehicle travelling by itself an authorized target? . .

Targete on & “"truckable sacillary road” are listed as a target. How far off

of & specified route are we autlorized tc foliow a trucksble anciliacy

road? “Troops” ece listed as targets. The difficulty of rocognizing groups

of civilians on the ground from troops is readily g.ppuanL ! recognize

this as my problem but believe that it can be beuer defined. {7

The air commanders’ failure to receive precise information from the

Tuetday lunch group stemmed partly from its lack of a military represectative. Until
late 1967, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Eacle 6. Wheeler did not reguiarly

KA Ny

participats in the sossions. General Wheeler believed that the President harbored
suspicioas of militery parochialism, and that those notions prevented Johnson from

15Message from the Secretary of State to CINCPAC and COMUSMACY, 10 Msy 1963,

Pentagon Papers Gravel edition, 3: 357.

16US Congress, Senate, Committes on Armed Services, Preparedness Investigating

Subcommittee, Air ¥ar sgainst North Yietoam, 90th Cong., Ist sess., part 3, 27-29 August
1967, p. 478.

17Mosssge, 1909352 May 1965 from 41st ADIYV ADVON to 2 AD CP, in PACAF outzoing

Air Force Historical Research Center (herein

roforred to as AFHRC) Maxwell AFB, /isbama, file number K717.1623. “Pending more

definitive guidance from hesdquarters.” the vm; commander defined 8 convoy as
“threes or more internal combustion vehicles going the same direction on not more

than s one mile segment of a specified route.”
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isitally inviting him t» the Tussday lunches.!8 Whatever the reason, the President
omitted him from an only from the Tuesday sessions. but also from other decision-
making forums. Wheeler did not atiend the three cabinet room meetings in December
1463 in which Johnson and his civilian advisors discussed ‘he merits of & bombing
hait !9 Ia Junuary 1967, the Presidesnt formed a specisi comaitiee to examine Vietuam
phinning. Its members gathered on Thursdays. evsluuting Rolling Thuader aed
Vietaamiration. Air Force Msjor General Robert N. Ginsburgh, Wheeler's repre-
sentstive to the NSC, scon srned of the meetings, dut “was specifically prohibited
from informing the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of their existence.” Wheeler remained
unsvare of the committee fer two months, when johnson finelly atlowrsd him to
pariicipate in it 28

Until the sprias, nf 1967, the Presiden: relied extensively on his civilien
sdvisors iu Rolling Thuzdnr decision-making. Uncertain of himselr in foreign affairs,
he (rusted the judgments of those possessing strong foreign policy crodentials. He
retained this faith is his counselors during the targei selection process. McNamars,
Rusk cad respective National Security Advisors McGeorge Bundy aad Rostow formed
the core of JoAns:a's brain-truit. Their targeting suggestions did aot alwsys conform
to the kie¢ Chiefs proposals. Major General Gilbert 1. Meyers, 7th Air Force Deputy
Commander, nsled that mary of the targets assigned duiring 1966 were atandoned

i80ral History !ntsrview of Earle G. Vkeeler by Dornthy Pierce McSweoeny, Washingicn,
DC. 71 August 1969, Johnson Library, Tape i, p. 12.

19-Moetin g with Foreign Policy Advisors on Vietnam.” 17 Decazaber 1963; “12:33P. M.
Moeting with Fereiga Policy Advisors un Bossbing Pause,” 18 Decamber 1963, “iMeeting
vith Foreign Policy Advisors,” 21 Decamber 1965, ia Meeting Notes File, Jehnson
Librery. Box 1.

20USAF Oral History Interview of Major Geperal Robart N. Ginsburgh by Colonel Joha E.
Van Ay ac 1 Major Richeard B. Clement, 26 May 1971, AFERC, fil2 aumber £239.0512-
477, pp. 67-65. Tire group was kr.own as the “no commitiee™ because of the President's

wish to limit talk about enother formal cos .ittee. Dirocted by Under Secretary of State
Nichoias Katzenbach, its mespers included McNamars, Rusk, Rostow, McNocughton, and

William Buady.
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compiazes built by the French 2! Lisutensat Colone! William H. Greenhalgh, Deputy
Director of Targets for 7th Air Force Intelligence. recalled that a message arrived from
Washington in late 1966 asking why 7th Air Force had not attscked & missile propeliant
storage area near Hanoi. The intelligeace officers responded thsat they knew of no
such facility, and received word that the building appesared on film taken during o

A

particular photographic reconnaiscence mission. The officers scrulinized the film but

NI

7 N7

failed to find the structure. After agein reporting their lack of success, they were
directed 1o examine sp: [ic coordinates on 2 single frame of the film. They enlarged

-
[ 4

the frame and found only s smali viliege, typical of others in the area, with a long

oy

storage building. No roeds, ruilroads, or watsrways led to the hamiet, Greenhalgh
remambered, “so we could not {igure out how sayone could have thought there was any
significant military target in the village” Greeahaigh briefed bis predicament (o
Genersl John D. Ryan, the Commander of Pacific Air Forces, who was in Saigon on an
inspection. Pyan took the brisfing calmly, snd replied only. “Bomb ii" Seventh Air
Force fighters then attacked the structure, “but the pilol: could not pick out which
village they were to bomb and laid their bosabs on the bt they could figure out. From
the bomb demage assrssment photographs we weie able to show the pilots whick
village they yere (o bomb, and the neit mission wiped it out. There was no siga of
missile propellant or saything elss of military value "22 During the whole of 1956,
Johnson spproved oaly 22 of the Jeint Chisfs' recommended targets =3

The strained rapport between theo Secretary of Dalense sad the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs was a further indirect conlrol on Rolling Thuader. To guarantoe that
Johnson received the Joint Chisfs' vicws, Wheeler often seot McNamars memorandums

21Air War against Horth Vietpsa, part 3.27-29 August 1967, p. 478.
22) etter from Licutenant Colonel Villinsa B. Greenhalgh to the author, 4 April 1987.
Emohasis added.

23Air War against North Vietnam. part S.27-29 August 1967, p. 478. Poor weaiher aiso
contributed to the low total of fixed targets struck.
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with & request to forward the correspoadence (o the President. The Secretary complied
wizh ths Cheirman's appesis 24 but he did nci stways forcefulty preseat the chiefs'
viewsduring meetings vith Johnson. McNamars told the President that the military's
opposition to & December 1963 Yombing pause was “baloney,” and staied that he could
“1ake on the chiefs 23 He rarely notified military leaders before arguing againsi the
suggestioss they seat to Johason 2¢ Such action led Wheeler to write at the end of his
November 1966 proposal for Fulling Thuader 32: “I recommusnd the following: (a) that
President Johnson de driefed in the immeodiate future on RT [Rolling Thunder) 52 so
that his earty approval on the progrem Zan be obtained; sad (b) that 1 be preseat in
order (o explain the photography and RT 32 and (o respond L0 any questions the
Prosident sight have 27

By the fall of 1956, Wheeler knew that McNamars had lost feith ina Rolling
Thuadsr. Yot the Chairman continued (o present his case for iccressed bombing
tkrough the Secretary rather than by geing directly te Johnson. In his capacily as Lop
military edvisor, Whooler had the righi 10 express his views firsthand to the President.
Hs chess iastead (o tendsr his 2pinicas s'rictly within the cealiass of the chain-of-
command.?® VWhesler and his counterparts wers jlessdd, however, vhsa johnson mads
him ¢ reguler member of the Toesday luach zgroup. The S wes auch more
comforisdls ia having their case made by their own colleegue,” rocalied Restow, who
Relped persusds the President 1o add the general to the ssssions 29

MGinsburgh interview, 26 May 1971, pp. 74-75.

25" Musting with Foreiga Pelicy Advisors ca Vistaam.” 17 Decemaber 1963; "12:33P. M.
Meetiag vith Feriaga Policy Advisors oa Bombiag Paunss,” 18 December (1963

260rql Hisiory Intarview of General John P. McConnell by Dorathy Pierce McSweeay.
Vashingtea, DC, i4, 28 August 1969, Jebasos Library, Tape 1. p. 38.

270 1906-66. Memorandum from the Chairman. JCS, (o the Secretary of Defense. $
November 1966, Natiopal Security Files, Country File: Vietnam, Folder 2ZEE, johasun

Library, Box 73.
NGinsburgh ivtarview, 26 May 1971, p. 74.
Diaterview of Walt V.Rostow by the suthor, Ausiia, Texas, 23 May 1986.
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As the war progressed, Johnson's civilian advisors became less able to
provide him with sound recommendations. The demands of the coaflict becagi- s grim

routine that tendsd to stifle original thought. Observed White House staff member
Chester Cooper:

The problem was that there was no ilime or opportunity for quiet
converstation or even for quiet contemplation. Exhausted, harsssed,
E besieged men found it necessary to concentrate on tactics rather than

strategy, on micro-problems rather than macro-solutions. on today's
crises rather than tomorrow's opposrtunities. New bombing target
' “packages” rather than diplomatic or political initistives tended to be the
typical menu for the President’'s "Tuesday Lunch.” Someone once said as
he watched the Secretary of State dashing off to the White House, "If you
told him right now of a sure-fire way to defeat the Viet Cong and to get
out of Vietnam, he would groan that he was too busy to worry sbout that
a0v; he had to discuss next week's bombing targots.”39

Although Johnscn's reliance on his civilian advisors ebbed during Rolling
Thunder, he never completely disregarded their recommendations. The intimate

simosphere of the Tuesday Junch heightened the counselors' infiuence on johnson.
Afier the Decomber 1963 pause suggested by his advisors failed to produce peace, the
Presidont listensd losc W their propomals. 3! Sill, B¢ efused o order the ol! storage

LN o gl e SR ar oo @R T St e e S e

attacks in mid-1966 until a conscnsus of bolly civilian and military leaders
recommended the srikcs. McNaitare's influence wazed once e lost faith iy America’s
sbility 1o win the war. Johnses then frequently turned to Rostow,32 who shared the
President’s belief in carly 1967 that more bombing vould pay dividends. Gradually,
however, ether advisors joined McNamare's ranks. By March 1908, Johason found what
most of his couaselors no longer supported the war. Despite the Joint Chiefs' call for
more extensivs air aitacks, the President needed imore than the backing of his military
leaders to oxpand the conflics. Fithout his civilian advisors' endorsement, he doubted
that he could vin in Vietnas.

38Cooper. p. £20.

3ivilliam Dundy interview, 20 May 1969, Tepe 3. ¢ 24; Oral History Interviow of Clark
M. Clifford by Jos B. Franiz Fethesds, Mary.und Z July 199, Tape 2, p. 20.

32(lifford interview, 15 Decsmber 1969, Tape 3, pp. 20-21.
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in the fiaal analysis, hason was himself aa indirect contro: on Rolling
Taunder. His freqiient sbrences from Wash.nglon hampered both civilian and military
chiefs vho sought to implement new bombing policies. In early October 1963, he
ectered Bethesds Naval Hospitai for gall blsdder surgery, romained there two weeks,
and then speat eight of 1955's remaining ten weeks al his Texas ranch. While in Texas,
he ordered the December bombing pause on the night of the 27th without aay prior
noilce33 The President spent most of November sad Decembe: 1966 at the ranch,
vhere in mid-November he approved the Joint Chiefs' proposal for Rolling Thunder 52.
Willism Bundy considered the Texas trips “s gignificant impediment in the way of
goverament” because they preveated Johnson's advisors from meeting with him face-
to-face.34 ‘The absences disrupted the Tuesday luach targeting process, which
somotimes resulted in the failure to update the app.roved list of turgets.

While sigaificant, Johnson's departures from Washington were not his most

telling control on the sir campaign. Perhaps more than any other factor, Lhe

LA

President’'s ego limited Rolling Thunder. He saw himen|f in the image of Franklin
Roosevelt33--ss o lesder who could provide the nation with guns ead butter. Unliks
Roosevelt, Johnson could not do both, yst he was uawilling o surrender either goal.
His commitment to the Great Society clashed with his coaviction that he would not be
the first Presideat o lose & war. The coaflicting desires stymied his ability o make a
hard decision about either concern. “No Presidoat, st irnst not this President, makes &
decision uatil he publicly announces that decision sad acis upon it.” he reflected 36

G PAT FXE e TN

Throughout the three years of Rolling Thunder. Johnson's major deciaration of

33¥William Bundy inierview, 29 May 1969, Tape 3,p. 17.

Mihid . pp. 13-14. Origina! emphasis.

3SJjohnson placed Rocseveit's portrait on the wall across from his chair in the cabinet
rocm. See Henry Graff, The Tuesday Cabiaet (Engiewood Cliffs: Preatice Hail, 1970), p.
37.

36Lyndon Beines johnson. [he Vantage Point: Perypectives :
(New York: Holt, Reinhart, and Winston, 1971), p. 423,
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bombing objectives came on 31 March 1968--when he voiced his intention to curtail
the campaign to iaduce negotiations.

MILITARY CONTROLS

Although less obvious than political restrzints, military controls limited
Rolling Thunder's effectiveness. Foremost among the military limitations was Air
Force strategic bombing doctrine. As a result of Air Corps Tactical School instruction,
World War Il experience, and postwar planning, that doctrine stressed destroying an
enemy's capability to flight through attacks on its economic vital centers. Air chiefs
equated economic viability to industrial prowess. They believed that the destruction of
production centers and their means of distribution would gusrantee the loss of war-
fighting capacity. The emphasis on industry stemmed from several factors: the major
belligerents in World War II had relied extensively on their industrial might to wage
war; the Soviet Union, the expected enemy of the nexi war, was an industrial power;
anG--perhaps mosi imporiani--air ieaders knew ihe value of indusiry io iheir own
nation’'s war-fighting capabilily. Moreover, they knew that the man.facture and
distribution of goods were essential facets of American society. They assusaed that any
opponent would place s high premium on preserving wvhat they perceived not only as
necessary components for modern war, but also as fundamental features of tventieth-
century socis! order.3?

Largely because of these beliefs, air planners designed a campaign to wrock
North Vietnam's industrial capacity. They realized that the North possessed s mesger
industrial base heavily supplemented by imports. Yet. in their eyes, the overall lack of
techaological sophistication increased ithe value of the North's miniscule industry.

37 As & rationsle for raids on power plants, the Joint Chiefs stated that the ».iacks would
have ‘zigaificant sociological and peychological effecis” on the North Vietnamese
populace. See Annex A to Appendix A of JCSM 811-65. Memorandum from the Chairman,
X3, to the Secretary of Defense, 7 December 1963, National Security Files, Country File:

"'ietnam, JCS Memnrandums, Vol. 2, Johnson Library, Box 193.
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They contended that its destruction would disrupl the Northern economy to such a
degree that Hanoi could no tonger support the Viet Cong. ~Stepped-up interdiction
efforts against DRV rarget systems would significantly affect industrial and commercial
activity in the DRV aad place in serious jeopardy the viability of the nonagricultural
seclor of the Nerth Vietaamese economy,” the Joint Chiefs informed McNamars st the
end of August 1965.38 This perception endured until the 1968 Tet Offensive. It caused
the chiefs to argue for attacks on oil storage facilities, cement and steel factories, and
electric power plants in addition to raids on the transportation system.

The air leaders’ conviction that industrial targets were the proper nbjectives
for an air campsign led them 0 shun sttacks on irrigation dams and she Red River
dikes. North Vietnam possessed 91 waterway locks and dams, but the Joint Chiefs
targeted only eight of the structures.39 The chicfs suggested sitacking ihe right to
disrupt traffic on inlsad waterways, although in November 1966 Wheeler noted that
raids on four locks would also "exert desirable psychological pressures on both leaders
and populatior "0 The chiefs never formally proposed attacks on the Red River diyes,
which Lieutenaat Colonel Greenhalgh thought were the Norih's most lucrative
targets 4! The North Vietnamese had built extensive dikes along the rivei's banks o
prevent it from flooding and lo * ~nnel water to rice crops. Bisected by the river,
Haoei iay 29 feet below its surface during monsoor. seasons 42 Other cities in the delts
were similarly vulnerable to flooding. Thile Air Ferce Chief of Staff John P. McConnell

38Appendix C to JCSM 613-65, Memor:.i:dus . from the Chairman, JCS. lo the Secretary of
Defense, 27 August 1965, Nationa! “9:1:~i"y Files, Country File: Vietnam, Foider 2EE,
Johnson Library, Box 735.
39Peniagon Pupers Gravel editioy. *
49CM 1906-66. 8 November 1966.
41Ginsburgh interview, 26 May 1971; In::..- '.w of Lisutensant Colonel Willism H.
Greenhalgh by the author, Mazwell AFB ¢ .5ams, 17 May 1985.
42Jon M. Vaa Dyke. North Yietaas's Streteicy for Survival (Pato Alto: Pacific Books,
1972), p. 184. A dam burvl in 1943, killing between one and s half and iwo million

| people.
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later commented that attacks against the dikes would have been “s pretty fruitless
operation,” Ginsburgh maintained that B-32 reids during high-water periods would
have destroyed the structures43 Wheeler provided an sdditional reason why air
feaders never recommended attacking the dikes. "We tried to be sensible men," he
remarked in 1969.44

The desire to conduct & "sensibie” air campaign complemented the accepted
tenets of strategic bombing doctrine and further limited Rolling Thunder. Genersal Ira
Eaker's 1943 admonition against “throwing the strategic bomber at the man in the
sireet” lingered in the minds of air commanders. 45 Besides demonstrating the efficacy
of dir power, they hoped to show that bombing -ould be effective without being
wanton. The Joint Chiefs’ 94-target scheme aimed t¢ deswoy Northern industrial assets
with a brief display of selective bombing; the raids would shock Hanoi's leaders not by
killing civilians, but by rapidly eliminating the means to fight. “We advocated,
militarily, that we should undertake the most sizable effort that we couid against
remunerative targets, excluding populstions for targeis. None of us believed in that at
all" reflected Wheeier 46 The Chairman was especially sensitive to the prospect of
civilian casuslties. While sdvocating strikes against electric powver plants, he pressed
for the raids only after attacks against "strictly military” targets had produced
marginal results 47

The air leaders concern for civilian casualties resembled that displayed in
previous Americap air campaigns. 1n both Worid War 11 and Korea, bombing began
against targets that were, for the most pari, removed from populated areas. As fighting
continued without signs that the enemy would yield, air leaders reluctantly ordered

M cConnell interview, 14,28 August 1969, Tape i, p. 21; Ginsburgh interviow, 26 May
1971, p. 49.

41¥Wheeler interview, 21 August 1969, Tape 1, p. 17.
43See Chapter I p. 9.

46Wheeler interview, 21 August 1969, Tape 1, pp. 24-25.
47See Chapter Iil, pp. 141-42.

L M R
n‘:. J\:‘n‘ y



174

direct strikes on var-making capability gad civilian moraie. Such was the case in
Vietnam. Air chiefs realized by August 1963 that Johnson was not going to implement
the 94-target plan. They then advocated attacks on the Lransporiation system aad oil
storage facilities, the two industrial components that they perceived as most important
to the Northern war effort. Not uatil afler the oil strikes did air lesders clamor for
raids ageaiast electric power plants. Their enireaties indicated & changing perception
of how Rolling Thunder could best accomplish its military objectives. From late 1966
on, they intended (o make the North's civilisa populace wince from the destruction of
military targets. Air leaders hesi'antly adopted this aim, howeves. Wheeler's
assessment of the attacks on electric pover revesled the uncerisicty that many fell

sbout aitacking morale 48 The fury of the Tet Offensive caused air chiefs to overcome

their misgivings about striking near populsted areas. Still, they refused to advocate
direct attacks oix North Vietnamese civilians.

To some extent, the shift in bombing emphasis from traasporistion to oi! to
eieciric power resuited from the joint Chiefs' eifforis io propose iargeis accepiabie io
Johnson. “The fact that wo were able to sell the YOL [Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants)
system made us feel that perhaps the next thing would be to sell the thermal power
system,” remembered Colonel Heary H. Edelen, a member of Wheeler's staff who
reviewed target suggestions 49 Yet the changing priorities were much more than
alternatives randonly selected aflsr sitacks against s particular arget system proved
indecisive. The chiefs' proposais revesled their twin desires to destroy the North's
industrial base and to causs minimal foss of life 10 its civilian populstion. These goals

prevented thets from suggesting raids that wouid have had s more telling effect on the
North's capability to light.

485¢e Chapter 111, pp. 146-47.
47USAF Oral History Interview of Colonel Heary Edeler Sy Major Samuel E.

o Riddiebarger and Lisutensnt Colone! S. Bissell, 27 Jansury 1970, AFHRC, file number
g:( K229.0312-243,p.57.
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Besides doctrinal and moral considerations, the military's orgasizational
arrangements for Rolling Thunder limited the sir campaign. Wheeler proposed targels

to McNamara after & "Rolling Thuader Tesm™ of sevea officers reviewed

recommendsations arriving from Admicel Sharp's Pacific Command (PACOM)

headquarters. Before May 1963, this team compriced two indi~iduals, and neither was a
pilot or an Air Force officer. 50 Despite serving as Rolling Taunder's operational
commander, Sharp exercised little overall control from his Honoluiu office. He alloweu
his chiel subordinates, the Commander of Pacific Fleet (PACFLT), and the Commander of
Pacific Air Forces (PACAF), to direct the air units of their respective servic-s.

The shsence of & single sir commander produced chaos. Second Air Division
in Saigon, the Air Force headquariers with direct contio! over fighter wings
participating ia the campaign, roceived Zuidance not only from PACOM and PACAF, but
also from 13th Air Force in the Philippines. Meanwhile the Navy's Carrier Task Force
(CTF) 77 in the Tonkin Gulf received supervision froia PACOM and PACFLT. To reduce
the multi-layered Air Force commacd arrangement, PACAY changed 2nd Air Division lo
7th Air Torce in esrly 1966. The confusion then incroased, however. Instead of
providing 7th Air Force with compleie contre” aver 2nd Air Division assets, PACAF guve
7th Air Force "operational” directicn over the fighter wings. while 13th Air Force
relsined “sdministrative” control3! The ultimate result of this bizarre arrangement

was the creation of 7/13th Air Ferce in Thailsad, which then assumed gdministrative

ZEEY Ay S N A AR A A AR T A A AR % S 5

control of the fighters! “Command arrengements were a mess,” reflecled s Seventh Air

ﬁ Force stafT officer. “There was only one persoa thal you could say was in com@end, and
E;, that was the President.”

3

)

J

X S01bid . pp. 15-26.

5i*Operational” control was the direction of comdat activities, while “sdministrative”
control was the direction o: ..srsonnel. The latter included managemeant of
sssignments, promotions, jeaves, etc.
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The lack of a single air commande: further prevented military chiefs from
integrating Rolling Taunder with other air efforts in Southesast Asis. Besides bombing
North Vietnam, Americsn fighter squadrons raided the Ho Chi Minh Trail in southern
Laos in Operation “Steel Tiger.” Ia Operation "Barre! Roll” they provided close air

support for Laotian government forces battling the Pathet Lao and North Vietnamese
in norihera Laos. By far, pilots flew the iargest number of sorties in support of
friendly ground troops it Souih Vietnam. American aircrafl dropaed 2,200,000 tons of
bombs of the South betweer. 1963 and 1968, compared tc 600,000 tons dropped on the
North 52

A dearth of interservice cooperation also constrained Rolling Thuader.
Navy air ugits vied with Aix Force squadrons for higher sortie totals sgainst the North,
"Pulting it hluntly, it was s competition,” commented 2ad Air Division Commander
Lieutenant Geeeral Joseph H. Moore. Moore objected to efforts to divide North Vietaam
into specific zones for separaie Air Force and Navy sttacks. "I resisted this quite
biwterly for 8 long time,” he recailed, “becsuse it ended up with us [the Air Force] going
to be up around the highly defended areas, and I thought we ought to share that
privilege with the Navy."33 In November 1963, an Air Force-Navy Coordinating
Committee established six "Route Packages" or target zoces, over the North. Seventh

Air Force obteined o weekly respoasibility for coaducting attacks in three packsges,

4 - e Aueile. NNl EEEERNNSN ey & WO W W TN T W A R e W G T AR R e T

and then alternated zones with CIF 77. Committee members soon agreed to make the
cxchaage sionthly to reduce confusion 34
On 1 April 1966. Sharp overruled Moore's protests and made the Route

Package assignmants permanept. He also divided the zone in the Northeas quadraat to

32Littauer and Uphoff, p. 11.

33USAF Oral History Interview of Lieutenant General Joseph H. Moore by Major Samuel
E.Riddiebarger and Licutenant Colopel Valentino Castellins, 22 November 1969, AFHRC,
file number K239.0512-241, pp. 17-18.

34)CS Briefing Text, "Air Operations against North Vietnam and Laos.” January 1967, in
Tacget Studv--North Vietoam, AFHRC, file number £1782-34.
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create & seventh route package. The Air Force received responsidility for aitacks in
Route Packages 3 and 6A, the two northernmost Zones contsining Hanoi and the
Northwest Railroad. The Navy had responsibility for Route Packages 2, 3, 4, and 6B,
which together extended from the !8th parailel to China and included Haiphong snd
part of the Northeas: Raiiroad. General William C. Westmoreland, the Commander of US
Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (COMUSMACYV), received suthority to scheduie
strikes in Route Package 1, located immediately north of the Demilitarized Zone.

Dezpite claims that the Air Force could ettack targets 1o the Navy's zones and
vice verss, such raids occurred infrequently. Seventh Air Foerce could sttack Navy
targets only with that service's prior permission, and the opposite was true for the
carrier group 35 Johnsen's numerica! limitations on sorties fueled the rivalry between
the services to secure missions, resulting in raids during poor westaer and missions
vith decreased bomb loads during the 1966 munitions shortage 36 “There is nothing
more demorslizing,” wrote a frustrated Air Force pilot in 1966, “than the sight of an F-4
taxiing out with nothing but a pair of bombs nestled among its ejector racks. However,
it loo}s much better for the commander and the service concerned to show 200 sorties
on paper, even when 40 o= 30 would do the same job."37

In addition to interservice competition, the military's intelligence efforts
hampered Rolling Thunder's effectiveness. The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA),

33Greenhalgh interview, 17 llay 198S.
5‘RobenLGdlucc1 Neithe i ican Military Policy
(Baltimore: The Johns ﬂopkms Umversnty Prm 1975) pp. 80-84; meer
and Uphoff p.38. Theshortage of 750-pound iron” bombs stemmed from the Air
Force's emphasis on nuciear weapons in the post-World War Il era. In February 1966,
the Defense Department repurchased 3000 bombs from West Germany at $21.00 spiece.
Vest Germany had originally bought the bombs for scrap st $1.70 each. See John
Morrocco, Thunder from Abovo (Boston: Boston Publishing Company, 1984), pp. 121-22.

37Quoted in Morrocco. p. 123. In July 1966, shortly after General William C. Momyer
replaced Moore as 7th Air Force Commandear, a period of poor weather obscured targeis
in the Red River Valley. Momyer ordered ais units not to fiy and called for ground
crevs to perform preveative maintenance. A message soon arrived from the Pentagon,
telling Momyer to fly to prevent the Navy from tallying ¢ higher sortie count. See
Grecahalgh interview, 17 May 1983,
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comprising intelligence specialists from the four services, was the primary source of

the Joint Chiefs' information for Rolling Thunder. The agency paid little atteation to
what Hacoi ssid on the radio aad dismissed Northern broadcasts as propaganda 38
Instead of trying to determine Hanci's strategy, the DIA focused on quantifying the
destruction caused by Rolling Thunder. This emphasis led air commanders to judge the
campaign's resuits in numerical terms. Wheeler told the President that in 1966 Rolling
Thunder had “destroyed over 4,600 trucks and damaged over 4,600 trucks; destroyed
over 4,700 logist'c water crafl and damaged an additional 8,700 water crafl; destroyed
over 800 items of railroad rollirg stock and damaged nearly 1,700; and destroyed 16
locomotives and damaged an sdditional 13.°5% The DIA evaluated the raids on power
piants by estimating the percentage of the North's geaerating capsacity destroyed; it did
not further assess vhether remaining facilities would adequately supply the enemy's
needs. Given amounts of destruction were also suspect. "When & pilot reported a
burned-out truck you didn't know whether it was empty or full or, in fact, vhether it
was & truck that hed already been counted by somebody else.” Colonel Edelen
cxplﬂned.‘“ The agericy could not accurately calculate how many toas of supplies the
North Vielnamese shipped, how many tons Americans destroyed, or how many tons
arrived in the South.

Seventh Air Force intelligence operstions highlighted the difficulties of
acquiring valid bombing results. Between 1963 and 1966, the intelligence stalfl was

never fully mgnned. Some officers at the Saigen headquarters began their day
) preparing for the commaader's 0600 morning intelligence briefing and worked uatil

2100. To determine the resuits of raids, Brigadier General Rockly Trantafellu, the Chief

(Juty 1970).p.72.

59-Summary Notes of the 368th N'SC Meeting,” 8 February 1967, National Security Files,
NSC Moetings Files, Vol. 4, Johnson Library, Box 2.

§
E 38patrick J. McGarvey, The DIA: Intelligence to Please,” Thie Washington Mogthly 2
;
E 60Ldelen interview, 27 January 1970, pp. 66-67.
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of 7th Air Force Intelligence, demanded that reconnaissance units oblain as many post-
strike target photographs ss possible. This requirement yielded a massive influx of
photographs iato the headquarters. “So many pictures came in that the photo
interpreters vere swamped,” Lieutenant Colonel Greenhalgh remembered. "We had far
oo many to process them all "6!  Copies of the processed photographs went to
intelligence officers assigned to lighter units, yet pilots did not always see them.
Greenhalgh recalled visiting strike squadrons and [finding reconnsissance
photographs stacked in s corner $2 The problem was not a dereliction of duty, but that
some of the officers sent to field units were 100 inexperienced o know the material's
value. Many of the most capable intelligence officers had security restrictions pre-
venting their assignment sway from Ssigon. This limitation csused 7th Air Force
Headquarters to dispatch some individuals with inadequate intelligence backgrounds to

fighter squsdrons 83
OPERATIONAL CONTROLS

To pilots, operational controls were the most ominous limitatioe on the air
campaign. While political and military constraints reduced Rolling Thunder’s
cffectiveness by limiting its scope, operational controls hindered the accompiishment
of spproved missions. Chief among these obstructions were enemy defenses. MiG
fighters downed their first American aircrafl in April 1963. Three months later, the
first American jet fell to & surface-to-air missile (SAM). By August 1967, the North
possessed roughly 200 SAM sites, 7000 anti-sircraft guns, & sophisticated ground-
controlied intercept (GCI) radar system, and 80 MiG fighters, ranging in types from the

61Groealicigh interview, 17 May 19%3; Greenhalgh letter, 4 April 1987.

62USAF Oral History Interview of Lieutenant Colonel William H. Greenhalgh by
Lisutenani Colonel Robert Eckert, 1! October 1967, AFHRC, file number K239.0512-40. pp.

6-7.
631bid .. p. 37.
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MiG 15 to the formidable MiG-21.64 The array caused Colonel Jack Broughton, Deputy
Commander of the 355th Tactical Fighter Wing, to describe North Vietaim as “the
center of hell with Banoi as its hub."63 Hanoi gained the reputation as the world's most
heavily-defsnded city, contributing to the decision not tn commit B-523 against its
installations. The toll of aircraft lost over the North rose from 171 in 19635, to 280 in
1966, to 326 in 1967, although the loss cate declined during th» campaign 95

Passive defeases also hindered Rolling Thunder. North Vietnamese Genersl
Van Tien Dung proclaimed that the "central task of ail the party and people” was to
assure the southward movement cf men and supplies. To accomplish that goal, Ranoi
mobilized its manpower to thwart interdiction. An estimsted 500,000 laborers repaired
rail lines, roads, and bridges. Pilots frequently wrecked the Kep Rail Yard on the
Northeast Railroad, only to find the facility operational on the day following a sirike.
The North Vietnamese maintsined heaps of stsel rails and railroad ties ai regular
intervals along important routes to speed repair. Coustruction crews usually began
working immedisiely afler & sirike and posted one or wo iadividuals o walch
unexploded bombs for signs that they might detonste. If & line break stu'led s train,
bicycle brigades unloaded its cargo and tervelled beyoad the break to where 2 secend
train arrived. They then relosded the goods while repair crews continued to mend the

track 57

64y, S. Grant Sharp, Stratey for Defeat: Vietnam in Retrospect (San Rafael, CA: Presidio
Press, 1978), p. 189. Sharp's staff surmised that the North Vietnamese occupied only 23

SAM gites at any one time.

63jack Broughton, Thud Ridge (New York: Bentam Books, 1969), p. 24.

65Littaver and Uphoff, p. 283; Fentaon Papers Gravel edition, 4: 136. Losses droped
from 3.4 zircraft per 1000 sorties in 1965 to 2.1 in 1966 and 1.9 in 1967. See Pentagon
Papers. Gravel edition, 4: 232.

67Van Tien Dung, "Soma Gruet Experiences of the People's War,” in Visions of Vit Y-
Selected Vietnamese Communist Military Writings, 1964-1968 (Stanford: Hoover
Institution on War, Revolution, and Peacs, 1969), p. 158: Air War against North Vieitnam,
part 4,23 August 1967, pp. 324-25; Greenhalgh interview, 11 October 1967, pp. 32-33; Van
Dyke. p. 49; Harrison E. Salisbury, Bohind the Lines--Hanoj (Nex York: Harper and Row,
1967), pp. 86-51.
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The Commucists exerted similar effor’= to mainiain reads sad bridges. Most
highweys were tar-surfaced over ciay, allowing repair by shovel brigades. The North
Vistnamese buiit milcs of by-pass roads around choke points to make the highway
system redundant. Journalist David Schoenbrun reporied thal & 63-mile trip from
Ranoi to Nam Dinh took five hours in August 1967 because the highway

virtually does not exist as a read. A few miles out of Hano! it Lecomes a
crater-filled obstacle course. One does not drive dowa it, one bounces
along over ruts and rocks. Within ten miles it runs out completely, and
the Route detours ecioss & river and on to a diko 68

T s

The North Vistnamese repluced destroyed bridges with fords, ferries, and pontoons.

b They constructed some bridges just below the water's surfece, which prevented serial

: observation of the structures 69

: The Jommunists also restricted travel times and dispersed oil reserves. Men
aid supplies moved only during darkness or poor westher. Beginning in mid-1963, the

"

North Vietnamess placed cil storage tanks holding besween 2200 and 3300 gallons near
msjor highways. They supplementsd these taiks with 55-gallon drems, which they
deposited along rosds and in ciiies, iowns, knd rice paddies. They pliced large
quantities near dikes as well, figuring that American raids sgainst the structures were

uaiikety.”70

Geography and westher provided additioal limitations on Koiling Thuader.
North Vietnam's lush terrain was ideal for camouflage and the eremy [requent.y
resorted to deception. Hanoi also exploited the proximity of Lsos and Cembodia.
Snakirg through the easiern sreas of both countries, the Ho Chi Minh Trail wis &
primary route tc the South. Vesther was one of the air campaign’s most sigaificant
operstional controls. From Septembor to April, the dense ciouds of the winter

monsoons waade continuous bombing impossible. The mensoons provented Rolling

63Quoted in Van Dyke, p. 49.
69Greeahalgh ‘aterview, "1 Cctoher 1967, pp. 31-32.
70Van Dyke, p. 207; Salistury, pp. 90-91; Greenhalgh interview, 17 May 1985.
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‘thunder from sterting in 1<z Fahruary 1963 sad canceled numerous missions ia
March. Pocr weather also delayed the 1368 oil sirikes and the 1967 raids against the
Thal Nguyen steel complex sad slectric power plants. Most of ire raids scheduled
during the monsoon season agains fixed largets became interdiction strikes because
clouds ohscured the primary objective. In 1966, only one percent of the yes.r's 81,000
gsorties flew against JCS-proposed fixed targets 7! and westher was & key resson for the
low toicl. Moreover, the prospect of monsoons duric g spring 1968 contributed to
Joxmson's 31 March decision ia curtail the campaign 7?

Three sircrafl types performed most Rolling Thunder sirstrikes, and none
wore weli-suited to the foreboding environment of North Vietnam. The Air Force relied
oa the Repubiic F-103 Thundecrchief aad the McPonnell-Dougias F-4 Phaatom, while
the Navy employed the F-4 and the A-¢ Sky..awk. Designed during the l§§03 as a
puciear-attazk fighter, the F-103 flsw more thea 73 percent of all Roiling Thunder
sieike ocrties.’3 The massive single ssst fightor weighed more than 50.000 pounds
fully-ioadod and hasd dilTic: 3y turaing in dogrignts. Despile its rencwn for sustaining
desscge. the F-10% wes aspecially vvinecable 1o anti-aircrafi artillery. Maintensnce
problems sise plagied the Thunderchisf, which gsined the aickname “Thud™ from its
pilcis. The Navy duveloped the F-4 88 » high-aititude interceptor. The Air Force
ccquired o dnel-seat fighier in 1962 sad modified it for groued aitack. Capable of
carrying eight ions of bombs, the Phantnm suffered frem & vulnerability to ground
fire, poor rear cockpit visibiiity, and enginss ihe: emiued a hesvy black smoke
revesling ite location. in addition, the Air Force version of the -4 lacked an internal
canson for defense’4 The Skyhawk, a diminutive single-seat lighter that carried a

71Peptggon Papars Sravel adition. 4: 138
2hnson, p. 400.
734ir War--Vistoam (Nsw York: Arno Press, i978), p. (2.

740n+ Tas finally sdded in late 196 Air leaders initially believed that air-to-air
missiles sufficed for defoneiva acmameni.
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four ton bombd load, flew more bombding missions than any other naval sircraft in
Vietnam.75 Neither the F-103, F-4, nor A-4 could bomb in poor weather. With the B-
32's virtual exciusion from Rolling Thunder, only the Navy's A-6 Iniruder possessed an
all-weather capability, and only two A-6 squadrons (30 aircraft) normally cperated
with CTF 77.

The combination of political, military, and operational controls produced a
further operational limitation on Rolling Thunder: low pilot morale. Lieutenant Eliot
Tozer III, an A-4 pilot, revealed in his diary the bitterness that many of his
counterparts felt aver the campaign:

‘The frustration comes on all levels. We fly a limited aircraft, drop

limited ordnance, on rere targets in a severely limited amount of time.

Worst of all, we do all this in a limited and highly uapopular war. . . . All

theories aside, what I've got is personal pride pushing against & tangled

web of frusiration 76
Yhile the multiple contrcls did not cause & lack of courage or compeience, they did
produce disillusionment. The tremendous psychological strain op those who flew the
air campaign cannot he quantified, but it must be included in the final assessment of

Folling Thunder's limitations.”7”
BOMBING RESULTS
DAMAGE INFLICTED

The 600,000 tons of bombs that fell during Rolling Thunder destroyed 63

percent of the North's oil storage capacity, 39 perceat of its puwer plants, 55 percent of

75Peter B. Mersky and Normaa Peimar, The Naval Air Was ip Vietosm (Annapolis: The
Nautical and Aviation Publishing Company of Americs, 1981), p. 19.

76Quoted in Mersky and Polmar, pp. 180-81.
77Colone! Broughton's superh combat memoi:  offer aumerous examples of the

frustratiens felt by the Air Force's F-105 pilots. A recipient of the Air Force Cross,
Broughton was court-martialed for his vigorous dufenss of two pilots accused of

strafing a Russian ship in Haiphong hirhor.
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its major bridges, 9821 vehicles and 1,966 railroad cars.78 Yet the aumerical results of
Rolling Thunder gave little indication of the campaign’s true impact, and the price of
inflicting any destruction was high. Besides the loss of men sad aircreft, the campaign
cost the United States $6.60 to render $1.00 worth of damage in 1965, and $9.60 2 year
later.79

Almost 90 percent of Rolling Thunder's weight struck transportation-related
targets 30 Although bombing hindered the movement of men and supplies, it did not
significantly affect infiltration. Two factors limited interdiction’s effectiveness: the
nature of the war in the South, and the North's excess resupply capabiiity. The war in
South Vietnam was a guerriila conflict. Hanoi had oaly 55,000 North Vietnamese Ar.any
troops .1 the South by August 1967; the remaining 243,000 Communist soldisrs were Viet
Cong 3! None of these forces engaged in frequent combat, and the Viet Cong
intermingled with the Southern populace. Ass resuit, Communist supply needs were
minimal. Enemy battalions fought an average of one day in 30 and had & total daily

supply requirement of roughly 380 tons. Of this amount, the Communists needed only

780.5. Grant Sharp and William C. Westmoreland, Report on the War ic Vietnsm (As of
30 june 1968) (Washington: US Government Printing Office, 1969), p.33.

MPeniagon Papers. Grave; edition, 4: 126. The CIA computed Rolling Thunder's cost-
effectiveness in early 1967.

89Headquarters USAF, Air Operations--North Vietnam. 27 April 1967, AFHRC, file
sumber K143.0572-90, part 4, p. 6.

81Meeting with Foreign Policy Ad—isors on Vietnam,” 18 August 1967, Meeting Notes
Fiie, Johnson Library, Box 1. In July 1963, Defense Department snalysts estimated that

192,900 Viet Cong and three regiments of the North Vietnymese Army (7500 men)
fought in the South. See *lemorandum from McNasmara to the President, 3 November

1963, National Security Files, Country Fiie: Vietnam, Folder 7€E, Johnson Library, Box 73.
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34tons 8 day from sourcas oviside the South .32 Seven two-and-a-half-ton trucks could
transport the requirement33 which was less than one percent of the daily tonnage
imported inty Noril Vietnam. Sea, road, and rail imports averaged 5700 tons a day, yet
Hanoi possessed the capacity to import 17,200 tons. Defense Department analysts
estimated in February 1967 that an uarestrained air offensive agsinst resupply
facilities, accompanied by mining Northern harbors, would only reduce the import
capacity to 7,200 tons 34 The amount of goods that the Communists shipped south "is
primarily a funciion of their own choosing,” the Joint Chiefs remarked in August
1965.83 Their appraisal remained valid throughout Rolling Thunder.

Instead of limiting North Vietnamese imports, the air campaign fostered
their growth. Hanoi's leaders pointed tn the bombiag to extract greater support from
the Chinese and Soviets. “In the fight against the war of destruction.” General Van Tien
Dung announced, "we must rely mainly on our own streagth, and, at the sume time,
strive for international sssistance, especially the assistance of all countries in the

socialist cama."86 " ith the help of Chinese laborers, the North Vietnamese modified

82Headquarters USAF, Analysis of Effectiveness of Interdiction ip Southeast Asis,

rese Renort. May 1966, AFHRC, file number K168.187-21, p. 7. The study
further noted: “The present low requirement of 34 tons/day, though made up largely of
ammuniian, nrovides much less than is usually calculated for North Vietnamese forces.
Thirty oiz peccerit of the supply support for s soldier in 8 North Vietnamese light
division consists of ammunition. When he is deployed to the south this dropsto 18%.
Only 6% of the supplies furnished Viet Cong Main Force scldiers is ammunition. Only s
13% firepower utilization rate is presently being experienced by the VC/NVA troops in
South Vietnam " McNamars acknowledged in 1967 that Communist forces fought an
average of one day in 30, \ad remarked that they needed 15 tons of supplies daily from
external sources. The Joint Chiefs had estimated in August 1965 that ths enemy needed
13 tons per day of "external logistical support.” See Air War agaiast North Vietnam. 25
August 1967, part 4, p. 299; Annex A to JCSM 613-63, 27 August 1963, National Security
Files, Country File: Vietnam, Folder 2EE, Joht. )n Library, Box 75.
83The ctandard military two-and-a-half ton truck could transport five tons of goods
over roads and tv 0 and 2 half tons overland.

84Memorandum from Wait W. Rostow to the President, 6 May 1967, National Security
Files, Country File: Vietnem, Folder 2EE, Johason Library, Box 75: Pentagon Papers,
Gravel edition, 4: 146,

83Aprendix A to JCSM 613-63, 27 August 1967.

86Van Tien Dung. p. 161,
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the parrov-gsuse rails of the Noriheast and Northwest railrosds so that Chinese
stendard-gauge cars could move onto North Vietnamese tracks. An average of 1000 tons
of supplies arrived daily by the Northeast raitroad.37 The combined value of Chinese
and Soviet inuports totalled beis=en $230 sad $400 million in 1963 alone, producing s six
perceat jacresse in the North's Gross National Product. By Jasusry 1968, Hanoi had
received almost $600 million in ecunomic sid and another $1 billion in military
assistance 38 The Soviets had virtuslly suspended aid during the three years prior to
Rolling Thunder, but with the initistion of the air campaign Soviet support rapidly
eclipsed the Chinese. The Russians did nct wish to appesar uavwilling to help a sister
Commuaist state, pius they did aot want the war 1o heighten Chinese influence in
Southeast Asia &3

Like _nteraiction, the attacks on oil storage areas and electric power plants
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had a marginal ffect on Hanoi's war effort. Although North Vietnsmese Defease
Minister General Vo Nguyen Giap called the POL strikes the “most serious”
intensificat-on of the air war 30 the reids did not reduce infiltrstion capacity.
Northern trains ran on roal or wood rather than oil. Hanoi required 32,000 tons of oil
per year Lo operate its econony, and it possessed over 60,000 tans in dispersed sites by
the end of 1966. To fuel the trucks on the Ho Chi Minh Trail, the North Vietnamese
needed less than 1600 tons of oil 8 year 9! Meager requirements resulted in s similar

87Van Dyke, p.51.

88 jason Summer Study, “Summarv and Conclusions,” 30 August 1966, Pentagor. Papers,
Gravel editiun, 4: 116; Department of Defense Systems Analysis Report, Janaury 1968,
Pentagog Pepers, Gravel edition, 4: 229-26. The Systems Analysis Report stated: "If
economic criteria were the only consideration, North Vietnem would show & substantial
‘18t gain from the bombing.”

89CIA Memorandvm 11-65, “Future Soviet Moves in Vietnam.” 27 April 1965, National
Security Files, NSC History: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1963," Vol.
3. Johnson Library, Box 41; CIA Memorandum 18-65, "Scviet Tectics Concerning
Vietnam,” {5 July 1965, Hationa! Security Files, NSC "listory: “Deployment of Major US
Forces io Vieunam, Juiy 1965, Voi. 6, Johnson Library, Box 43.

90V Nguyen Giap, “The Big Victory, the Great Task,” in Vigions of Victory, p. 204.

Yipentagon Papers Gravel edition, 4: 110-112.
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excess of generating capacity. The 129,000 kilowstts produced by power plaats were nel
essential to the North's economy. Over 2000 portable generstors compensaizd for the
power siations destroysd in spring 1967.%¢ ‘Two of the facilities attacked were 1,000
kilowall planis near the Chinese border. The North's largest power station hed ¢
capacity of 32300 kilowaits, vhich equaled the capacity of an Americao piani
supporting 23.000 prople in o lighuly indusirial town93 “To s Western. so-called
developed society, culting sur electricity means something,” commented Oliver Todd
after visiting Hanoi. "1t dozsa’t mean very much in Victnam. The Vietnamese for yesrs
snd years have been used bo living by candielight or oil lamps "4

Despite Admirsl Sharp's coatention that the gir campaign “was very cestly to
the enemy in terms of material, manp.ver, mansgemert, and distribution,” 95 most
Nor:h Vietnamese civilians did not suffer from the bombing. Rolling Thunder's
politicet and milirary conirols helped keep the civilian death toll low for a campaign of
its mageitude. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) estimated that the 206,000 tons of
Somibs dropped 5 1967 Bad csused 29800 civilian casualties 96 By comparison the
United Statzs dropped 147,600 tons of ordaance on Jupan during the last year of World
War 11 and Killed 330,009 noncombatazts?” Harrison Salisbury, who visited Hanoi
during Decemher 1966, remarked that the casualty figures he received for the 13
December raid on a vehicle depol "were . ot impressive.” Nocth Victnamese authorities
wid bic: that the sttack had killed nine persons and icjured 21, yet Hanoi Radio

procisimed tha: American pilots had blataatly raided civilian struciures and caused

2Vau Dyke, p. 216.
93Edslen interview, 27 january 1970, pp. 82-83.

940liver Todd, "The Americans Are Not Invincible,” New Lef: Keview 47 (Jmu_a.ry-
February 1963), p. 1C.

93CINCPAC Message to the [CS, january 1968, in Sharp, p 392.

98pentagon Papers, Gravel edition, &: 136.
97GSee Chapter ), p. 13.
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sulstantial casuaities 98 For the three and s half years of Rolling Thunder, bombing
killed an estimated 52,000 civilians out of & popuiation of 18 million ¥

Evacuations contributed to the small number of civilian casualties, but
neither Hanoi nor Haiphong was devoid of people. Salisbury described the capital as s
"vidbraat, pulssting city” and observed that its inhabitants thronged to beer parlors and
bars each afternoon. North Vietnamese leaders issued their first order o evacuate
Hanoi on 28 February 1965. Only 50,000 persons bad left by the end of the year, cad
many drifted back because the cily appeared safer then the countryside. During 1945,
the Northern goverament encouraged pecple in the frequently-bumbed southern
panhandie to settle in aress north of Hanoi. While travelling, they could stay in the
capita! for two weeks to buy necessities and settle their affairs. Rolling Thunder's
1nteasication in mid-1966 produced a corresponding incresse in evacuation. By late
1967, ithe city's popuistica hkad shrunk from 600,000 to less than 400000. Thirty
thousand children remained, despite orders for their mandatory removal, and Tedd
thought that Hanoi was “stiii a Isiriy liveiy piace.” Haphong's popuisiion feii irom
400,000 to 250,000 by mid-1967 100

For the tygical North Vietnamese, Rolling Thusnder was s nuisance rather
than s danger. Few consumer goods other than food arrivec in the North. While the
average daily intake of calories fell from 1910 in 1963 to 1880 in 1967, the total was more
than sufficient to sustain the population. The North Vietnamese produced e yearly
average of 4.400,000 tons of rice, but the combination of too much spring rain and  fall
d-ouglit in 1966 reduced that year's total to 4,000,000 tons. Ctine provided over 600,000
tons in 1967 to offset the deficiency. Hanoi's use of 500,000 individuals to repair lines of

communication had no effect on rice production. The North Vistaamesc farmed their

98salisbury. pp. 62-64; Pentagoq Papers Gravel edition, 4: 135.
9INSSM ! (February 1969), Congressicuxt Recopd 118, part 13 (16 May 1972), p. 16833,
100salichury, pp. 42, 113; Van Dyke, pp. 30, 127-33; Todd, p. 4, Shazp, p. 161.
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rice fields inefficiently, employicg more manpover than necessary. Farmers also 1
worked erratic scnedules. During the 1963-66 spring rice season in Nam Ha provirce, ]
thay spent an aversge of 29.1 days in the rice fields during Jsnuary and siayed in the
fields only 1.3 days in April. Hasoi Merther “etied on & rapid populstion growth snd
evacuees to supplement air defensc and repaic scuvities. “Fight sad produce at the
same time!" was the slogan guiding the homefront's struggle against Rolling Thunder.
The vast amount of avsilsble manpower guaraateed that the Communists could
simultaceousty asccomplish both tasks with esse 10!
Although Rolling Thunder was & surprise (o the Nerth Victaamese, they
quickly dispiayed a stoic determinstion to resist the boding. Premier Fham Van Dong
commented that the first raids created ¢ “crisis™ becsuse of the disorganized movement
of men and suppiies to the South snd the lack of sophisticaied sir defense wesponry. 102
By eartly April 1965, however, Northern leaders felt confidaul that they could withstand
the serial onsisught. Dong sancunced a “Four Point Program™ for peece in Vietnam
2ad procisimed thet lis terme were the only basie for a sstilement The program’s Eey
fea. :~es wer: the withdrawal of American forces from Vietnam and the acceptanceof a
Communpisi government in the South. Hanoi scon added a fifih prerequisite: an
uncondii-onal bouding halt. North Vietnamese leaders knew thal Johason had ao
intention of unlushing unrestricted gir power against their country. On 24 February
1963, the American embassado: to Poland geve Chinese ambissador Wang Kuo-chuan &
letier stating thai the United States had no desire to destroy Nortk Vietnam. Canadisn
enissary Blgir Seaborn repested this message in 8 March visit 1o Hanoi, and American
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101yan Dyke, pp. 28, 160-63; Salisburv. pp. 120, 182; Depaciment of Defense Systems
Anslysis Report, january 1968, p. 227; Giap, g. 233.Dung, p. 1€%.
1025atishbury, p. 196.
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offscinls echoed the prosounceent. |93 Korth Vietnainese leaders understood many of
the reasons for the rastraict. “The US. imperislists must restrict the US. forces
participating in o local war because otherwise thei: global strategy would be hampered
and their influence throughout the world wonrid diminish,™ remarked Giap in 1967.
“They must restrict their participation in order to avoid pseiling the political,
"\é sconomit, and social life of ide Uniied States.”104

if Realizing thet Polling Thunder would not produce unacceptable damage,
Northern leaders used the sir offensive to create popular support for the war. “In
Churchillian style, the {Hanoi] Politburo portrayed the Nortk as a set-upon David
fighting 8 dullybey Goliath, the United States, and thereby wis able to rally the North
Vietnamese into grimly determined war efforts,” observed Air Force Major General
Edward Lansdale 195 Hanoi responded to the smail number of air attacks in 1963 by
dispersing its oil and ordering the evacustion of urban cepters. Although these
measures evoked some resentment from the populace, they tended to confirm The
Sirsiegic Bombing Survey's asseciion thai & police siate could maintain effsctive
control over national will in the weke of bombing. Rolling Thunder's graduslly
iacreasing severity acclimated the Norih Vietnamese to the campaign, further
solidifying Hanoi's control over its people. “In terms of its morale effects,” RAND
enalyst Oleg Hoeffding argued in 1986, “the US campsaign mey have presented the
[Nocth Vietnamese) regime with s rear-ideal mix of intended restraint and wccidental

gore" 108

:03pentagon Pypers, Gravel edition, 3: 330. McNamard aancusced on 29 June 1966, the
day that American sircraft first struck the North's mejor oil storage facilitizs: "Our
objectives are not to destroy the Communist government of North Vietnam." Quoted in
Oleg Hoeffding. Bosbing North Vietnam: An Appreisal of Economic and Political Effects
(December 1966), RAND Corporation Memorandum RM-5213, p. 22.

104Giap, p. 207.

1055:atement by Major General Edward Lansdale is ¥. Scott Thompson and Donaldsen D.
Frizzell, sds., The Lessons of Vietaawm (New York: Crane, Russak, and Company, 1977}, p.
127.

196Hoeffdin g, p. 17.
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For Northern leaders, s strong popular resoilve was crucial to achieving
their goal of & unified Vietnam. They never scknoviedged the South Vietnamese
government as legal, and they viewed the Viet Cong insurgency as a8 just movement Lo
overthrow a tyrannical regime. Consequently, Northern leuders regarded Ro'ling
Thunder, and other efforts supporting the Saigon goverament, ss unlavful actions. To

Hanoi, Johnson's proposals to stop the bombing were laniamouni o demands for

unconditional surrender. In exchange for s bombing halt, he called for an end to both
infiltration and Communist attacks in the South. Meanwhile, American and South
Vietnamse ground forces would continue [ighting. Northern leaders could never
respond to an American bombing halt by reducing insurgeat support, for tc do so

would give Rolling Thunder, snd hence the Ssigon goverament, & measure of

02 EPSLASE e

legitimacy. By late 1967, the President had relaxed ais preconditions for ending the

2

campaign. Yet he still demanded that the Communists “not take advantage™ of &
borabing halt. Northern leaders shunaned the oifer. Their decision in eacrly April 1968

o
Uil

to hagin negotistions revealed not acquisscance, hut necessit

all

Although the 1968 Tet Offensive was s psychological defeat for the United
States, ii wvas & miliiary disaster for the North Vietnamese Almost 40,000 Viet Cong, the
core of tne insurgent leadership, died in the asssult ‘07 The brutality exhibited by
maay Commuanisi uniis--the Viet Cong executed 2800 South Vietnamese in Hue and
buried them in mass graves!08--caused many who had backed the Commwnists to

transfer their allegisnce to Saigon. In short, the Tet Cffernsive destroyed the Viet

107Gyenter Lewy, MMM(NCV York: Oxford University Press, 1978), p. 76,
3abriel Kolke, Vietnam. the United States and the Moderp Historical
Experience (New York: Pantheon Books, 1985), p. 327. Dave Richard Palmer estimates
that Commuaist losses for the first six months of 1968 werc over 100,000 men. See
Summons of the Trumpet (Novato, CA: Presidio Press, 1978), p. 208.

108George C. Herring, America’'s Longest War: The Uni '

(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1979), p. 187.
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Cong's cumbe? effectivenass. 199 (o continue the war, Hanoi had to rely on its regular
army, and Northein trnops could not sustain the macsive assault in the South. North
Vistaem's leaders thus decided to begin zegotistions. Oboerving the Tet Offenzive’s
impact on the American public, they belisved that protracted peace teiks, accompasied
by small-unit harassirg attacks in the South, might force the United States to sbandon
its alty 119 Further, Northern lesders felt confiden: that the American reaction to Tet
would trigger a withdrawal of some United States groucd troops, increasing the
Likelihood of Cosamunist victory in s future offansive. Yhen they launched their final
assault against the South, Hanoi's officials did not want Amsricans (o stand ia the way.

EFFECTIVENESS IN ACHIEVING POLITICAL OBJECTIVES: ACTUALITIES

Rolling Thunder made s mesager contribution towurds schieving johnson's
positive political goal of an independent, siable, non-Commuzist South Vietnam.
Despite the bombing, the North Vietnamese did not shandon the Southera insurgency.

SR L. 2 22 RIS R P 5 5 0Ty F DI Y O MR e ST

Civilisa lssders and air commanders alike miecalcuiated the offect that the crmpaign
wouid hAave on the North. Both groups thought that the North's industrial apparatus

LR

was vulnerable (0 sir aitack, and that its vulnerabiity offered 2 means to ead the war.
Civilian lesders—and, initially, come air chiefs!il--believed that the throst of
industriai devestation weuld compel Hanoi to end the conflict. By July i9%5, air
cemmanders unsnimousty maintained that the destruction of essential industries was
pecessary before the North would stop fighting. The oaly industrial component vitsl to
the North's war-making capacity was its transportation system, aad it did not have to

operste at peu. efficiancy to be effective. A glut of imports and the Commurists’

1¥9Douglas Pike, PAVN: Poople's Army of Vieinam (Novato, CA: Presidio Press, 1986), p.
47.

119K olko, pp. 303-04. 329, 333-34;Pike, pp. 223-24.

11iSharp was one, as vare some membars of the Pentagon's Joint Staff. See Chapter II1,
pp.9, 12
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limited needs rendered the remsinder of the North's industrial establishmen!
superfluvus. Air commanders grossly miscalculated the valu: of oil 1o the Northera
war effort. They further thought thai the destruction of the steel and electric power
indusiries would disrupt the North's eco: 'mic snd social welfare. Yet perceptions in
Hanoi differed from those in Washington and Houolulu. Northern lesders had no
quaims about sacrificing their “high-value™ industries. "Depeading on the concrete
situation, sometimes we regard destroying the enemy as the main lask and sometimes
we regard defending targets from the enemy as the main task,” Giap asserted. "Yet
normally the principle of pusitively destroying the enemy is the most basic and
decisive one in our efforts"112

Besides overestimating the importance of Northern industry, American
leaders underestimated their enemy's determinstion. “I have a feeling that the other
side is not that tough.” Rusk told Johnsor in December 1963.113 The Joint Chiefs
reitersted the comment. In January 1966, they contended that McNamara exsggerated
the "will of the Hanoi lesders to continue a struggie which they realize they cannot
win in the Yace of progressively greater destruction of their country.” 114 Ambassador
Maxwell Taylor recalled that American civiliaa and military chiefs knew little about
the North's leaders and virtually nothing sbout their intentions.!!5 Nevertheless,
Johnson was certain that the North Vietnamese had their price, and he helieved that

air powver would help kim find it. Neither he, his political sdvisors, nor his air

112Giap, p. 232.

113+12:33 P. M. Meeting with Foreign Pelicy Advisors on Bombing Psuse,” 18 December
1965. In 2 15 kuly 1985 interview with the author at Athens, Georgia, Rusk stated that
underestimutin g the tenacity of the North Vietnamese was one of his greatest misiakes
regarding Vietnam. "I thought the North Vietnamese would reach & point, like the
Chinese and North Koreans in Kores, and Stalin during the Berlin airlift, when they

would finally give in,” he reflected.
114G.-»*ad in Pentagon Papers, Grave! edition, 4: 75.

115Maxwel! U. Taylor. Swords and Plowshares ( New York: W. W. Norton end Company,
Inc., 1972), p. 401.
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commanders ixingined that their Third World enemy couid withstand even s limited
bombing campaign. When that realization came_ it was for sl 8 great stock.

To be effective, bombing had to eliminate the prospect of Conmunist victory
in the South. It could not do sv. Pelitical and military controls prevented atiacks
ageinst the only two targets that would have affected Northern war-making capacity:
people and food. Yet raids against populstion centers iind the Red River dikes would
have had & minima! impacion ihe war in the South, where Communist forces Leld the
initdative as to the locale, duration, and frequency of comhat. As long as they chose to
tight sparingly, they had little to fear from Rolling Thunder. "We have no desis for
assuming that the Viet Cong will fight 2 war on our terms when they can contiaue o
fight the kind of war they fought so well against both the Freach sad the GVN
{Government of (South) Yietaam},” Under Secretary of State George Ball warned in June
1963.116 The Joint Chiefs igr.ored the caution. They s:arched in vain for & way to
bring the Communists to battle, believing thet increased combat would produce
incressed supply requirements, which would in turn mske interdiction effective.
Gensral Dung !sbled the air campeign as "the product of defeat on the Southern
battlefield,” and insisted that it would never affect the Communists’ iniiistive in the
South.!17 Giap concurred, exclaiming that the "great power of the people's war™ would
overcome the "so-called superiority of the US. Air Force." 118 Despite the propagsada,
the two generals’ assertions cont-ined a large measure of truth.

The Tet Offensive provided the most graphic illustrstion of Rolling
Thunder's failure to affect the Southern war. Hanoi completed planning for the attack
in mid-1967.119 By September, American intelligence units received inklings of the

116Memorandum from Ball to the President, 29 June 1965, National Security Files, NSC
History: “Deployment of Major US Forces to Vietnam, July 1963,” Vol. 6, Johnson Library,
Pox 43.

117Dung, p. 155.
118Giap, p. 234.
119paimer, pp. 166-67; William Pundy interview, 29 May 1969, Tape 4, p. 32.
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assauit. 120 The advanced motice was of little value to air chisfs, however, for the
Communisis hud already stockpiled savch of the necessary material through normsl
infiltration. To lasuach the offeasive, Communist field commanders neaded only to
¥ocw wher and where sfitacks shouvld occur. Rolling Thunder hed no effect on the
eneany's cupability, or willingasss, to start the 13sauit.

The air campaign id hoost South Vietnamese morrie. In March 1963, it
probably contribated as much to the stability of the Southera regime as any measure
could have. Rolling Thordsr took Northern leaders by surprise and demonstrated
American resolve. Yet it could not sugiain Southern morals at & high level. As the
bombing continued, South Vietnamese began accepting it as the status quo. "I a sence,
South Vietnam is now ‘addicted’ to the program.” McNamara remarked on 30 July 1963.
“A permanent abandonment of the program would have s distinct depressing effact on
morais in South Vietnam."12i Coatinued raids incroaszad the United States’ commitment
to Saigon. Finally, in March 1668 johnmn detormined that the cost of th.e undertsking
had become tno great.

While failing to achisve the President’s positive goal, Rolling Thunder also
hindsred the sttaintaent of many nogeiive cbiectiver. The campaign did not cause the
Soviets or the Chinese to intervene actively in the war, but it stimulcted Soviet
assistance to the North. The Soviet Union and China competed for Hanoi's favor, which
enabled the North Vistaamess to act independenily of the guidance of either. Although
Jobnsoa and his sdvisors were aware of the snimosity between the Communist
suparpovers, they could not exploit it.122 The President hesitated to mine Noribern
ports, noi only because he doubted mining's effectiveness in reducing imports, but also

128F0iko, p. 305.
121 emorandum from McNamara o the President, 30 july 1963. Pentugon Papecs,
Gravel edition, 3: 387.

122~ye dida't have any simplistic, arive views that Communisz wes monolithic,”
Rostow stated. *But the split only made it worse {for us in Vietnam], becguse beth Russis

ond China were competing.” See Rostow interview, 23 May 1985.
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because he felt thet it wonid provoke the Soviets. All Soviet imports arrived by sea, and

the Chinese were ualikely o permit the Lransfer of Russian goods across Chinese

’ territory.'%3 Moreover, mining could humiliste the Soviels by remindiag them of the
1962 navai quarantine arovad Cuds. Johnson thus believed that s disruption of Seviet
shipping wouid compel the Russians to fight, & conviction shared dby Llewellyn
Thompsun, his ambassador 10 Moscow.12¢ By influencing the Soviets to support Hanoi,
Rolling Thunder aggravated the Presideat's fear that Vietnam might trigger guclear
batocausi.

Besides increasing Jehason's sppreheasion aver a Third World War, Rolling

Thunder heiped o creaie an vafavi.reble impressicn of Asierica abroad and to wreck

the Presicdent's designs for s Creat Society at home. !astead of viewing the air cam-

paiga as « United States’ effort to support an ally, many nstions saw it as an exercise of

American aggression. France, Britain, and Indis officially denounced the 1966 raids on
oil storage areas in Hanoi and Haiphong. The spring 1967 raids on powe> plants drew
similar respeases. In the United States, student protesters castigated Roiling Thunder,
and in October 1957, 30 Congressmen gent johnson an opes letter urging him to stop
the boinbing. Yetto most Americans, the air offensive was s source of confused anger.
Baffled by the bombing restrictions. they cailed for hesvier raids on the Nurth. The
1966 oil strikes doosied the President's sagging popularity.!25 In July 1967, ¢ Harris
poll revesled that 72 percent of the public favored conticued bombing, and that 40
percent wantad jncreased military pressure on Hanoi.126 Rolling Thunder sstisfied

12315 1972, when President Richard Nizon mined Northera harbors, the Chinese
refused to trarsport Soviet goods for three moaths Rostow interview, 23 Muy 1986.
124pjassuge from Ambassador Thompson to the Secretary of State, ! March 19¢8,
Peniagop Papers, Gravel edition, 4: 246-47.

125"0pening the Fourth Front,” Newsweek, 18 July 1966, p. 18. Jehnson's spproval
rating on his conduct of the war rose from 42 (o 34 percent.

126“A New Sophisticsiion,” Newswoek. 10 July 1967, pp. 20-21 . Fifteen percent of the
public opposed bombing, while 13 percent remained uncertain of hombing's utility.
Regarding American goals in Vietnam, 36 porcent wanted more effort at negotistion, 18

percent desired an “all-out” war, and six percent wanted withdrawal.
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neither “hawks" por “doves,” but its salience caused oth groups to divert their

aitantion from Johinson's domestic programs to Vietnam. The war turned the

President’s plans [or & Great Socisty (o ashes, sad bombing helped obliterate his dream.
EFFECTIVENESS IN ACHIEVING POLITICAL OBJECTIVES: PERCEPTIONS

Those who directed Rolling Thunder had difficulty evalualing its
effectiveness, and diss tainied most appraisais. To Johnson and his political adviscrs,
the campaign was s qualified success; to air commanders, it was s qualified faifuse. "1
was alvays convinced thet bombing was less important to & successful outcoxme in
Vieinam than what was done militarily on the ground in the South,” the Presideat
reflected.127 He thought that Roiling Thunder significaatly reduced the smouat of
men snd materisl available to the Communists in South Vietnam, and that bombing
demonsirated American resolve. He was uncertain, however, that Rolling Thunder
affected the North's willingess to fight. Despite later stating that he pever expected
sir power o assure viciory, he thuughi thai ihe sliacks on oii and eieciric pover mighi
persuade the Communists to end the war.128 Rolling Thunder's failure to induce
negotistions left the President ambivalent over the campaiga’s results. He felt that it
had beneflited the quest for an independent, non-Communist South Vietasm, but noted
that the objective still remained ou: of reach.

Rusk and Taylor believed that Rolling Thunder slowed Hanoi's drive to
subdue the South. "“We never thought we could suffocate North Vietnamese supplies by
bombing.” the Secretary of State remembered. “We could cause gome effect; perhaps
with Roiling Thuader it took tvo months instead of two weeks for a given amount of
supplies o arcive in the South.” He also asseried, however, thal the campaign was pot
worth the coss. in men and plaaes, and that it had & megger effect on Northern morale.

i27Johnson, Yaatage Point, p. 240.

1280r4i History Interview of Lyndon Baines Johnsen by William J. Jorden, LB] Raach,
Texas, {2 August 1969, Johason Library, pp. 18-19.
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“Possibly we should have Lried saiuration bombing" he conjectured.!29 Taylor
contended that Rolling Thunder raised Southern morsie and made infiltration more
difficult. Like Rusk, the former smbassador speculated that a massive air attack might
have paid dividends. “We could have flattened everything in and around Hanoi," he
fater maintained. “Thet doesn't mean it would stop the war, but it would certainly have
made it extremely difficult to continue it effectively.” He insisted that heavy bombing
would have disrupted the North's centralized goverament snd produced chaos. Still,
although he deplored the bombing restrictions, he believed that Johnson's tight
control of the campaign was appropriate. “The bombing of North Vietnam was the use
of s military tool for political purposes. . . . The fact that the control ceme from here
(Washington] was entirely justified,” he asserted 130

National Security Advisor Walt W. Rostow agreed that Rolling Thuader
supported Aqerican gea's in Vietnam. [He argued that bombing imposed a tax on
Hanoi's fogistical flow, and that it forced & large amount of Northern manpower to
pacticipate in air defense activities. "Why do you think they kept saying ‘Stop the
bombing' and brought forth every device of diplomacy they could think of 7" he asked.
“Of cou rse it [bombing] was painful. But ‘t was not painful enough by itself " Rostow
declared that the United States could have won & military victory only by cutting the Ho
Chi Minh Trail with American ground troops. He clsimed that the Communists’ supply
needs far exceeded intelligence estimates, and that severing the Laotisa route would

have dealt the enemy a fatal blow 131

129Rusk interview, 15 July 1985.

1300ra1 History Interview of Maxwell D. Taylor hy Dorothy Pierce, Washington, D. C., 10
February 1969, Johnson Library, Tape 2, pp. 10-11; Cral History Interview of Maxwell D.
Taylor by Ted Gittinger, Washington, D. C., 14 September 1981, Johnson Library, Tape 1,
pp.7-10.

13IRostow interview, 23 May 1986. “Everybody was desd wrong on the scale of the
supply operation,” he stated. "They learned it vhan the Cambodian government was
overthrown by the Cambodian military and they turned over to us the tonnages that
went into Sihanoukviile. The tonnages they put through were asionishing. . . . Al Haig
called my attention to this after I had lefi the government.”
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vespite his opposition to Rolling Thunder, McNamars thought that it was
successful when “weighed against its stated objectives.” The Secretary anncunced that
bombing hed raised Southern morale, forced the North Victnamese to pay s price for
continuing aggression, and made infiltration more difficult. “There can be no question
that the bombing campsign has snd is hurting North Vietnam's war-making
capability,” he commented in August 1967.132 Yet McNamars believed that bombing
could accomplish nothing more. He stated that the Communists' minimal fogistical
requirements prevented interdiction from affecting the scale of their combat
operstions. He further insisted that no campaign, except one largeting the Northern
populstion, would independenily force Hanoi to end the war. Unlike most air
commanders, McNaniara recognized a fundamental flaw aullifying Rolling Thunder's
utility ss & persuasive instrument. “The agrarian nature of the economy precludes an
economic colispse as & result of the bombing.” he declared.!33 As long as Hanoi chose
to vege guerrilia warfare, his cantention that air power would have & meager effect on
ihe confiici remained vaiid.

In contrast to Johnson snd most of his political advisors, air commanders
considered Rolling Thunder a fai'ure. They blamed its lack of success on the
President's political controls. "We should lift these restrictions and we would then get
results” General McConnell told jJohason in 1966.134 Air leaders repeated his

pronouncement after the campaign ended. Major Genersl Ginsburgh argued that the
Joint Chiefs' 94-target scheme could have produced victory at any time during 1963 and '
1966.135 Admiral Sharp remarked that such aa effort after the Tet Offensive would 1

132ir War sgainsi Rocth Vietnam, 25 August 1967, part 4, pp. 273-78.

133Robert S. McNamars, Siatement to Congress, 1 February 1968, Pentagon Papers,
Gravel edition, 4:232.

134-Summary Notes of the 536th National Security Councii Meeting.” 29 January 1966,
National Security Files, NSC Meeting Notes File, Vois. 3-5, Johnson Library, Box 2.

135Ginsburgh interview, 26 May 1971, p. 22.
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have won the war 136 Yei the "victory” pursued by air commanders differed from that
envisioned by the President. By destroying the vital elements of Northern industry,
air lesders hoped to gain the unconditionai triumph promised by Air Force strategic
bombing doctrine. Bombing would, they maintained, wreck the Northern economy and
cor pel Hanoi to end the war. johnson's aims :n Vietnam did aot include a North
prostrated by air power. For him, “victory” was an independent, non-Communist South
sad a North that accepted that condition as the status quo. While attempting to stop
Hanoi's aggression, he sought other goals that limited his use of force. These negstive
objectives led to Rolling Thunder's political controls. Most air commanders tever fully
understood the President's negsative aims. Accordiagly, they could not fathom the
controls that contradictad the main tenets of steategic bombing doctrine. In their eyes,
the restrictions did liitle to obscure bambing's grim realities. Commented Sharp: "The
application of military, war-making power is an ugly thing--stark, harsh, sod
demanding--and it cannot be made nicer by pussy-footing around with it."13?
Johnson's controls produced &£ profound sense of despsir among air leaders.
Atthe endof & 1967 briefing on Rolling Thunder, General McConnell held his head in
his hands snd lamented, “1 can't tell you how I feel .. . I'm so sick of it . . . | have never
been so goddamped frustrated by it all “133 Two years later, after announcing his
retirement, McConne!l received a letter from 7th Air Force Commander General William
V. Momyer, vhose comments epitomized the sir chiefe’ disillusisnment.:
It hes teen a privilege to serve asa member of vour team. My regret
is we didn't win the var. We had the force, skill, and intelligecce, but
our civilian betters woulda't turn us loose. Surely our Air Force has
lived up to all expectstions within the restraints that have been puton it.

If there is one lesson o come out of this war, it must be a reaffirmation
of the axiom--don't gei in a fight unless you are prepared to do whatever

136USAF Oral History Interview of Admirsl U. S. Grant Sharp by Dr. Robert R. Krilt, 19
May 1971, AFHRC, file number K239.0512-409, p. 18.
137Sharp, Strategy for Defeat, p. 269.

138Quoted in David Halberstam, The Best and the Brightsst (New York: Random House,
1969), pp. 646-47.
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is necessary to win. Thisaxiom is 83 old as mil’tacy forces, and I don't see
thet modern weapons have rhanged it. 1 suppose a militery man will
always he in the dilemma of supporting policy even though he knows it
surely restricts the capacity of xilitery forces to produce the desired
effect. One has ro aliernstive duL 1o support the policy and take the
knucke that inevitably foliow when military forces don't preduce the
desired effects within the constraints of the policy.139
Air leaders viewved Monyer's axiom, which paraphrased Douglas
MacArthur's evaluation of the Korean War, as the overriding lesson of Roiling
Thunder. Sharp, Wheeler, and Moore echoed the remark in their assessmeats of the sir
campaign. 110 Such staiements revealed the air chiefs' conviction that they would have
2sined victory had Johnson given them & free hand. Their assumption lacked
substance, hovever. The nature of the war--plus the air commaanders’' owa contros--
argued strongly that Rolling Thunder could never provide more than token support to
Johnson's political objactive.. Air lesders like Sharp, who pointed to the 1972 air
campaigns as examples that Rolling Thunder could have echieved American goals
esrler, failed 1o pocice thet acither the war, nor American objectives, vere the same in
1077 8 they ware in 1088 They also failed to ohserve that the recull of the 1972

campaigns vvas n.at the total victory that they had aimed wo achieve.

139Momyer letter to McConnetl, 3 July 1969, Persunal Papers of General John P.
McCoraell, 1769, AFHRC u» number 168.7102-15.

140gharp interview, 19 May 1971, p. 24; Wheeler interview, 21 August 1969, Tape 1, p. 30;
Moore interview, 22 November 1969, p. 69.
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Vhst reelly matiers aow is do¥ it all comes out. Both Haldeman and
Eearv seem to have an idse--waich I think is mistaken--that even if ve
fsil n Vietnaz we cati still survive politicslly. 1 have no ilivsions
whataver on that score, however. The U. S. will not have & credible
policy if we fsil, and 1 will have o acsume responsidility fer that
developmont.

Richard M Nixon, diary eatry, April (972°

On 20 April 1969, Bresident Richard M. Nizon suncunced that he would
withdraw 150,000 men from Vietaam during the noxt year. The decision conformed to
the Vistnam policy outlined alemost & year earlier by his predecessor: the Unitad States
would rely on pegotistions and en improved Southern Army, supparied by decreasing
smouats of American military power, 16 end iis Vielnas inivoivement. Lynden Johason
had halted al! bombing of the North in October i968 in exchsnge for Hasoi's
"agrestaent” to negotiate seriously sad stop certain military activities? Roiling
Thuader officially ended, and the sir offort devoted to it was shified to the Ho Chi Minh

Trail. Except fer infrequent "protective resction atrikes” in response te violsiions of

IRichard M. Nizoa, EN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon. 2 vois. (New York: ¥arner
Bocks, 1978), Vol. 2: p.63.

2These activities wsre: the movemeni of men and supplies scross the Demilitarized
Zone, sitacks o~ South Vietaam's major cities, and at!acks on Awerican reconsaissance
sircraft. Wrote jchason: “Before | made my decision [to halt the bombing], I wanted to
be absofutely certain that Hanoi understood our pesiticn. . . . Our negotiators reported
that the North Vietnamese would give no flat guarantees; that was in keeping with
their stand that the bombing had to be ended without conditions. But they had told us
that if we stopped the bombing, they would 'know what to do.” [Americaa negotistors)
... were confideni Hanoi knew precisely what we mesnt and would avoid the actions
that wve had warned them wouid imperil a bombing balt.” See The Yantage Poiat:
Parspectives of the Presidency 1963-1969 (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1971), p.518.
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tt “ctober accod, the North was s refuge from American bombs from November 1968
to Aprit 19723

After ten montbs of no progress in the public negotistions begun in Paris
by the johnson Administration, Nixen dispatched Henrv A Fissingar, his Assistant for
Netional Security Affeirs, to meei sacretty with North Vistnames: rapreaentatives ic
August 1369. Kicsinger met with delegates Le Duc Tho and Xuan Thuy 12 umes before
the North Vistnamese sbruptly halted the connection in Jctober 1571, He achieved no
more then the desdlocked public talks parslleling Dis unannounced sessions. Niron
bocame convinced that Hanoi had no intention of seitling the we- st the confereace
tablc, & supposition confirmed by the North's massive invasion of South Vietaam in
March 1972. When the Scuthern Army threstesied to collapse before the ot slsught, the
President turned to air powe: to help achieve ais vision of an hoacrable pesce.

Ia cortain respcote, Nizon's "Linebscker™ campaign against North Vietnam
differed little from Johason's Rolling Thunder. Air Force strategic bombing doctrine
guided both offensives. and pilots attacked many of the same (argets in rinebacker as
they had earlier. Both campaigns were also political instruments. Yet the peace that
Nixon sought was not the same as that pursued by Johnson, and the campaigns differed
greatly in their utility as politicsl tools. Because of revamped American political
objectives and the North's decision to wage coaventional war, Linebacker proved more

effective than Rolling Thuader in <upporting United States goals in Vietaam.

31a 1965, pilote flew 285 strike sortios sgainst North Vietnamess targets ead 144,323
agaizst the Ho Chi Minh Trail. In 1970, taey fiew 1,113 strike soriies aguinst the Norih.
See Guenter Lawy, Americs in Vistoam (New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), pp.
406-07.
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in October 1971, South Vietnamese President Nguyen Van ThLieu agreed to
new American poace proposald Nixon's offer provided for the withdrawal of all
American forces from the South in six mouths, a prisoner exchange by both sides, and
s coave-lire in-place throughout lndochina. Thieu aiso agread to sa internationally-
supes vised election in the South, before which he and his Vice Presidont Nguyen Cao
Ky would resign to assure all candidates received equal opportunity 1. ~ selection.

Nixon's proposal underscored his war aims.  Although Kissinger's
nsgoiistions did not involve the South Vietnamese, the President equated “peace with
honor” to an American withdrawal that did not sbandon the South to sn imminent
Communist takeover. This objective was his positive political goal. To achieve it, Nixon
spplied military force in concert with his twin policies of negotiation and
Vietnamization. “¥e were going to ccatinue fighting until the Communists sgreed to
aegotiste a fair and honorable peace or until the South Vietnamese were able to defend
themselves on their own--whichever came first,” he reflected. “The pace of
withdrawal would be linked to the progress of Vietnamization, the level of enemy
activity, and developments on the negotisting front."3

Relying on world opinion to compel Hanoi to negotiste, Nixon brosdcast his
October proposal in e television address oa 23 Jaauvary 197Z. Concurrenily, he
publicized Kissinger's secret negotisiing record. The President stressed that the United
States would conclude either an agreement on militai'y and poiitical issues or ons that
would “seitle only the military issues and leave the political issues to the Viotnamese
slone.” He repected his pledge not to abandon South Vietnom, stating that he would not

sgree to & sottiement that threatened the existence of a nen-Communist South.  His call

41n early 1967, South Vietnam produced a constitution based on French and American
models. Thisu became the nation’s first President in September 1957.

SNixon, BN, 1:506. See also Richard Nixon, No More Vietasms (New York: Arbor House,
1983). pp. 108-07.
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for s return Lo negeristions ended with 8 wurning. “If the epemy’s answer L0 our peace
offer is 10 step up their military auscks™ Nixon declared, “I shall fully meet my
responsibitity as Commander-ia-Chief of our Armed Forces to protect our remaining
troops. 6

While the goal of an "honoradle” withdrawal compelled the President to
spply increased force if Hanoi challenged his commitment to the South, the objective
aivw limited the amoun: of force available. By January 1972, only 139,000 Americans
remained in Vietnam, and this number !l to 69,000 in Aprii. American departure thus
became for Nixon his primary negative politicel objective es well as a positive political
goal. The public's diseatisfaction with the war gfter the 1968 Tet Offensive necessitated
the steady withdrawe! of troops; Americans had respopded sharply lo Nixon's original
olan to increase manpower slightly in the spring of 1969. To oppose Northerr
aggression, the President had (o rely on air anda naval power. Ualike Johnson,
however, he hed few negative objectives limiting the applicatic ) of these resources.

Ia 1371, Nizon tock steps ‘¢ isolate Hanoi from its chiel benefactors.
Tensions between the Chinese and Soviets had accelersted sharply since the Jehnson
presidency. Throughout 1969, the two superpowers had fought a series ol savage
engagements along their mutual border. By 1971, the Soviets had 44 divisions poised 0a
the Mongolian froasisr, and Chinese troops stood ready to give tattle.? Both nations
jooked to America as s counferweight in a potential conflict. Moreover, both had
individualistic needs that only the United States could satisfy. Shunned by the Soviets,

the Chinese required American support io end iine isolation aggravated by their

6Richard Nixon, "A Plan for Peace in Vietnam: The President's Address to the Nation, 23
Jmum 1972, Yeekly Compilation of Presidentiat Documents 8 (31 January 1972): 120-

7RenryA Xissinger. Y hite House Years (Boston: Little Brown, and Company, 1979). p.
721.
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Cuiturs! Revolution. Mesawhite, the Soviets wes’red an agreement on strategic nuclear
weapons, and ttay desperatsly needed Anerican grain 8

Nixon resoived to make the changing internationsal climate work for him in
Vietoam. Kissinger secretly visited Chins in carly July 1971, aad on the 13th, Nixon
prociaimed that he would visit the country in February the following yesar. Three
months xfier that disclosure, he and Soviel leader Leonid Brezhnev joinUly announced
that Nizon would travel to Moscow in May 1972 for o summit. Although peither the
Chinese nor the Soviets were eager to forsake Hanol, the goal of detealc ultimately
prevailed over their commitment to 8 Northera victory. The President gambled thet
the aseds of both pewers would prevent them from interfering with his military
actions in Vietnam, and his inwition proved correct. Except 10r vertadl proiests,
neither neon respoaded to Nixon's application of sir and naval power in 1972, “At last
we had 8 free kand 1o use all our force to end the war,” s Kissinger aide later recalled.?
Duspite the cxaggeration, his assertion contained a large messus2 of tr th.

Besides ihe freedom of aclior siemming from bis dipiomaiic Coups, NiZon's
viltingness to use ferce was not limiied by conflicting concerns over domestic
programs. The President desired public support for the war, and most Americans
backed the May 1972 decision to initiate the Linebacker campaign. Unlike Viet Cong
altacks inside the Souih, Hanoi's 12-division asssult crashed scross clesrty-defined
borders and was an blatant dispiay of aggression. The majority of American griund
troops had departed Vietnam, causing the press tu focus on whether bombing aad
mining would cancel the Moscow summit. The Soviets' mild response, followed by the

summit's resounding success, assured Nixon of popular support for an sir ca..paign. A

8lbid.. p 1134;Danie! S. Papp. Vietaam: The View from Moscow, Peking, Washington
(Jefferson, NC. McFarland snd Company, Inc., 1981), pp. 115-22' Gabriei Kolko, Apatomy
of 8 War: Vietnam, the United States and Modern Historical Experience (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1983), pp. 402-05.

9Quoted in Allan E. Goodman,

The Lost Peace: America's Search for 8 Negotisted
Settloment of the Vie:nsm War (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1978), p. 122. See
also Papp. pp. 134-37.
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Harris poll in September revesled ‘hat 33 percent of the putlic approved heavy
bombing of the North !0

The public's snthusiasm for military pressure ves not, however, shared by
many members of Congress. Congressional moves to end the war intensified during
Linebackcer. On 24 July, an amendment :nsisting on an American withdrawal in return
for s prisoner release passed the Senate by five votes bufore failing in the House.
Nixon realized that the Congress elected in November might establish terms for
withdrawal less favorsdle than those sought in Paris. To preclude such an occurrence,
he resolved to end the war prior to January 1973.

Nizon's desire 10 end the war rapidly was matched by nis desire to preserve

an adequate base of support for an “honorsble™ accord. These two goals were the

Ll R R TR - o A N R ST IO

primary negative objectives limiting the application of air powe::. Oa the one band, he
had tc “onciude the war while he possesssd the necessary backing to secure & favorabie

agreement. On the other hand, applying too much force migiit cause his support {0
vanish. “] was prepaced to step up the bombing after the election.” the President later
commented, “but there was n¢ way of knowing whether that would meke them [the
North Vietnamese) sdopt 8 more reasonsbie position before the American public's
patience ran out, before the bombing began to create sericus probiems with the
Chinese and Soviets or before Congress just voted us out of the var.” 11 While the goal
of American withdrawal had little impact on the sir campaign, the dual objectives of a
,uict end to the war and the preservaiion of support for it limited both the durstion

and ih¢ inteasity of the Linebacker cffensive.

19Nixon,RN, " !
Hibid.p. 2t .
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As Hanoi's 1972 offentive would demonstrats, Vietnamization hed not yet
produced a Southern Army capable of independenily stopping Northern aggrossion.
Nixon suspected tiiat the South would naed American support when the attack came,
snd he decided to pursue a pelicy of combined diplomatic and military pressure to
schieve his goal of an honcrable peace. After learning in late 1971 of vast Communist
stockpiles near the DMZ, the President bogan 0 implement his design to preserve the
Scuthern regime. When the North Vietnamese shelled Saigon in December, violating
the torms of the 1968 bombing halt “agreement,” he responded. Seveath Air Force
fighters flaw over 1,000 sorties beiween 26 and 30 Decembes in Operation Proud Deep
Alphs, attecking suppiy iacgets south of the 20th paralicl.!2 Nixon hoped tbat the
tombing wouid dissuade Haeci from mounting an invasion, which American militery
chiefs predicted for Februsry i972.

On 26 January 1972, the day following hiz announcement of Kissinger's
pegolistions, the President notified the Chinese and Soviets thet be would cppose &
Northern attack with strong militasy countcrmessures. China assumed 8 "posture of
indifference” in 1esponsc to the message.!3 Because of the small amount of mate~iel
that Chins geve the Morth, Nixon was conteri with the Chinese reply. Moscow
expressed & tepid approval of Hanoi's actioas, and the giut of Soviet goods reaching the
North sppeared to indicate thst the Soviets would support an invasiou. To limit
Moscow's potential contribution, Kissinger informed Soviet Ambassador Anstoly
Dobtynin that s Northern offensive would jeopardize the Moscow summuit. Nixon visited
Peking during ate February, and in that month and the next Americaa air forces 4id

12Headquarters 7th Air Force, 7 AF History of Linebecker fiperations, 10 May 1374-23
October 1972, n.d., Air Force Historical Research Centor (hereafler reforred to as

AFHRC), Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabams, file rnumber K740.04-24,p. 1.
13K issiager, p. 1104.
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pot sirike the continuiag duiid-up along the DMZ. The President did not iniend to
provide Hanol with s protense (o invade.

Prior to his departure for China, Nixon bolstered Amecrican sif unils ia
Soutieast Asis. At 2February National Security Council Meeting, he deciared: “In the
fins! analysis we cannoi expect the enemy to negotiale serioucly with us uatil de is
conviaced nothipg can be gaiced hy continuing the var. This wiil require an eli-out
efiort on our part during the coming dry seasnn.” 14 Eighteen Air Force F-4D fighters,
which began deploying from Clark Air Base in the Philippices en 29 December,
completed their lransfer to South Vietnam and Thailand ¢~ 8 February. More
significant was the deployment of 37 B-32s under Operation Bullet Shot. Eigbt of the
bombors arrived at U-Tapso Royal Thsi Air Force Bese on 5 February, while the
remainder went tc Andersen Air Force Base, Guam, two days later. This dispatch of B-
92s raised the total aumber of bombers in-theater to 84, with 33 a2 U-Tspao and 21 at
Andersen.!3

Bansi responded to Nixoa's 23 Janusry appeal for renewed negotistions on
14 Februsry, proposing any time after 15 March as an sccepiable date for talks. The
President suggested 20 March, and Hanoi accepted ivis offer on 29 Fedurary. Two wecks
pricr to the negotisticas, the North Vietnam~se announced that 20 March was no
longer acceptable and demanded s gustponement until 15 April. “Had we reflected.”
Xissinger later noted, "we mighi have concluded that Hanci was gearing the
resumption of negotaions to the timing of its forthcoming offensive. It wanted to have

the talks take piace under conditions of maximum pressure and discomfiture for us.-16

14Quated in Kissinger. p. 1100,

157 AF History of Linehscker Qperations, p. 3. Air War--Vietaam (New York: Arae Press,
i973), p. 125; JamesR. MicCarthy and GoorgeB Allison, Linebacker 11: A View from the
Rock (Maxwell Aic Force Base: Air War Coliege, 1979}, p. 11

16K ssinger, p. 1105.
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North Vietnamese Defens: Minisier General Vo Nguyenr Giap fiaally
unleashed his attack on 30 March, the Thursday before Exster. Despite knowing of the
impencing iavasion, American «ivi! and military officisls underesiimated its
msgaitude. Giap sent three divisions, bucked by 200 tanks and {30 mm heavy sridllery,
smashing acrcss the DMZ into South Vietnam's Military Region 1. This assauli ves the
firei of a three-pronged atleck, and it signalled the movement of nine other div.sions to
staging aress in Leos sad Cambdodia. In early .ipril, three divisions struck I itary
Region Il from Cambodie. These units surrounded An Loc, locsted on tae ighway
leadio g south to Saigon, on 13 April. The remsining Northern iroops moved west of
Kontus), causing Southern commanders to brace for an assauil against the Central
High:igads.

Gisp's Easter Offensive strengthened Nixon's resolve to pruserve South
Vietaam as as independent political entity. The President considered the attack a
desperste move Lo forestall Vietnamization He further thought that it offered an
cpporiuniiy to end the war. By defeating the ssssuit and [sunching & massive
counterb’ow against the enemy homelacd, Nixon believed that he could compel Henoi
to sign a favorable accard. Kissinger concurred with tae President's assessment,
telling Niron on 3 April that the United Statec "would get no awards for losing vith
moderation.”'7 The National Se-urity Advisor feft thet the timing of the attack revesled
much sbout North Victnamese inications. He perceived Hanoi's strike coming seven
montis price to the Presidential election, as an sttempt at batilefield victory whi.e
politicsl pressures preveatcd Nixon from interfering decisively. The bdlatant nature of
the assauvlt, however, provided Hixon with tae public support necossary to retaliste.

To blunt the offensive, ihe President turned to air power. American combat
troops rezaining in the South received orders not to emgage the enemy. Nixou

iatended (he withdrawal of ground forces to proceed on schedulc regardless of ihe

7]hid . p. 1109,
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invasion. In contrast, he ordered addilional sircrafl to Southeast Asis. Operation
Constant Guard increased the total of F-4s in-thester from 18) on 30 March to 374 by 13
May. Maay pilots flew miscions within 72 hours afier they were alerted st their bases
in the United States. Batwees 4 April and 23 May, Buliet Shot deployments resulted in
the arrival of 124 B-32s st Andersen, which brought the combined total of bombers in
Gusm and Thailand to 210--more then half the B-32¢ in Strategic Air Command (SAC).
Noting the influx of bombers swamping Andersen's Laxiwsays, one member of the 8th
Air Force plananing staff at Guam observed: "We kept waiting for the northern end of
the island to sink." Nixon did not limit the sircrait incresses to Air Force uaits. In
Aprit, he dispatched the carriers Copsteliation snd Kitty Havk to join the Joral Ses aad
Regcock in the Tonkin Guil. By July, the carriers Midwsy and Saratoge had joined this
force, giving the Navy the greatest conccntration of firepower it enjoyed during the
war. 18

Nixon intended this array to thwart the enemy sssault and to carry the var
to North Vietnam proper. Air units begen Operetion Fresdom Train against Northern
supply concentrations south of the 15ih parailel on 5 April. They also attacked the
large number of Surface-to-Air Missile (SAM) sites defending supply stockpiles north
of the DMZ. “Although the United States effort was suh:tantial,” an Air Force study
remarked, “the flow of persopael, supplies, and meterial did not diminish*!9 To
achieve "the pecessary military impact,” Nixon copcluded that raids would have to

'amnummmmnm pp. 4-6; Heedquarters 7/13th Air Force, History
of 7/13 Air Force, | lanuacy- 1972. vol. I Narrative (5 June 1973), AFHRC,
file number K744.01, p. 10¢; M_YLL__YIEM pp. 113-23; Interviow of Msjor: George
Thempson (Ret) by the suthor, Omaha, Nebrasks, 27 Cetobar 1982; Peter B. Mersky and
Norman Polmar, The Naval Air War in Yietnam (Annapolis: The Nautical and Avistion
Pubhshmg Company of America, 1981), p. 195. The Navy pommd 300 attack aircraft on
four carriers by mid-April. See "The New Air War in Vietoam,” US News end World

Report, 24 April 1972, p. 15.

19Ug coordinuted Draft: Lipebacker Study, MACY (20 January 1973), AFHRC, file number
K712.041-19, chsp. 2,p. 2.
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strike nesr Henoi and Haiphong.20 He believed that strikes by B-52s, with their
encrmous 30-ton bomb loads, would prove more effectiv» agsinst supply depots in the
heartland than would attacks by fighters. In addition, sending the bombers north was,

in Kissinger's words, s warning that things might get out of hand if thz offensive did

not stop."21 B-32s had sppeared aver Haiphong only once, and they had rever fiown
against Hanoi. On 16 April, 20 bombers from the 307th Strategic Wing &t U-Tapso

AL =it

sttacked Haiphong's oil storage facilities in Gperation Freedom Porch Bravo. B-32s flew
five missions against the North during April, all flown by the 307th.
At the end of the month, Nixon approved raids on targets south of 20 degrees

W . - e

25 minutes North Latitude. Kissinger viewed the applicstion of such force necescary

“for the political gos! of bringing matters to & head and overawing ouiside
intervention.” He elaborsted: "If we waated to force a diplomatic solution, we had to
cresie an impression of implacable determination to prevail; only this would bring

about either active Soviet sssistance in settling the war or else Soviet acquiescence in

- W AR W - B B BB W

our mounting military pressures, on which we were determined shouid diplomacy
fail “22
The Soviets responded to the American serial sssault, aad Nixon's

accompanying refusal to continue public negotistions, by inviting Kissiager to Moscow

ANy R KX R ¥ 1 5. .25

to discuss the war's escalstion. Although Dobrynin extended this invitation on 10 April,

Moscow did aot withdraw the offer after the 16 April raid on Haiphong accidentaliy hit
four Soviet ships. Kissinger thouht that the Soviets' enthusiasm for the summit wonld
persuade them to restrain Hanoi and direct their sliy to negotiate. Nixea weat further
in his estimation of the summit's imperiance to the Sovieis, directing Kissinger not to

discuss it until they piedged to help end thie war. Both agreed that military pressure on

]

Z0Nixon RN, 2:64.
2ikjssinger, p. 1113,
Elbid.. p. 1116.
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the North was necessary while applying diplomatic pressure on the Soviets, and
bombing contiaued during Kissinger's 20-24 April visit. Brezhnev refused to compel
Haanoi t0 end its offensive, but be assisted in re-estedlishing Kissinger's negotiations.
The National Security Advisor sgreed that American delegates would attend & public
negotiating session oa 27 April, provided that Le Duc Tho met with him fer secret talks
on 2 Mey. To Kissinger, the imporisncs of his April trip was that “"the USSR engaged
itself in the {negotiating) process in a manner that worked to our advantage."23

Despite Kissinger's Moscow journey, Le Duc Tho appeared to hold the upper
hand at the 2 May meeting. Brezhnev's assistance in reaewving the talks, plus
Kissinger's 22 April pledge that aircraft would not strike Hanol sad Haiphong pending
the session, indicated that serious negotistions might result. Nixon had refused to
renew discussions untit after the Soviets made clear their position. He also wanted to
avoid giving the North Vietnamese & chance to negotiate from streagth. On 24 April,
however, Giap attecked Kontum in the third phase of his offensive. A subsequent
assault agalnsi Military Region 1 led to the paaicking of maay South Vietaamese units,
and on 1 Mey the North Vietamese captured Quang Tri, their firsy provincisl capital in
the South.

Although impressive, Hanoi's battiefield achievements could not persuade
Nixon to cancel the 2 Mey meeting. Such a move conflicted with his basic strategy of
balsncing diplomacy and miltary force. Nixon pianned to counter the North's latest
aitacks with air power--on 30 April he 3ent Kissinger a memorandum ordering a three-
day series of B-32 strikes against Hanoi and Haiphong beginning 5 Msy24--but he
would not apply greater force until gfier Le Duc Tho proved intransigent at the
bargaining table. The President wanted Americs's need to retaliste perceived as
obvious, especislly by the Soviets. Kissinger had warned Brezhnev that the United

31bid.. pp. 1147. See page: 1118-1164 for Kissin ger's detailed evaluation of his trip to
Mescew. Nixon's thougts on the trip appesr in RN, 2:61-68.

24K issirger, p. 1168.
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States vould answer militarily shouid the 2 May session fail. Nixen toid his sdviser to
"be brulally frank” with the North Vietnamese delegation, “particularty in tone.” He
further directed: "Ia o nutshell you should tell them that they have violated all
undersiandings. they [have) stepped up the war, they have refused to negotiate
ssriously. As & result, the President has had zaough snd now you have onfy one
message 1o give them --Settie or else!"25

At the 2 May meeting, Le Duc Tho and Foreign Miaister Xuan Thuy refused to
respond Lo Nixon's 23 Jaausry peace proposal. Spending much of the session reading
Hanoi's publicly-announced ver aims, the Norihern delegates called for the immediate
resignation of President Thieu and s hall to Vietnamization. Kissinger's altemapt o
determiae whether Hanoi would accep? & military seltiement, a3 opposed to & combiped
military-political accord, ended in fsiiure. “What the 2 May meeting revesied”
Kissinger latec commented, “was Hanoi's conviction taat it was so close o victory that it
no longer aceded even the pretens: of & negonuion.‘“ The waiks adjourned after
three heurs, making them one of the briefest ssssions conducied betwveen Kissinger
sad Tho.

After returning from Pacis, the National Security Advisor met witk the
President o decide upon s proper respoase to Hanoi's intransigence. Both agreed that
only & messive shock couid deter the Nurth Vietnamese from their goal of total victory.
Kissinger felt that the “one-shot” nsture of Nixon's desired B-32 raids wouid not
dissusde Hanoi; further, the attacks might produce severe domestic criticism. Msjor
General Alexander ilaig, Kissinger's military assisiant, had submitied & pian that the
National Security Advisor thought was a suitable means of retalistion.. Haig's design
called for the bombing of al! Nurthern military targets except those bordering China
an\! for the mining of ports. The proposal relied on fighier interdiciion to cloze the

23Nixon, RN, 2: 70.
26 issinger, p. 1173.
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easmy's overiand supply ronutes. Kixon supported the schese, aoé on 4 May Casirman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admira! Thomas Moorer began drafiing the orders that

resulted in Operatioa Linedacker .
‘The Presideat asnounced the escalation in s television address on § May, the
earliest date Moorer had given for the initistion of mining. He stated:

There are only two issues lef for us in this war. First, in the face of &
massivs invasicn do we stand by. jeopardice the lives of 60,000
Americans, aaé legve the South Victnamese to & long night of terror?
This wil! not happen. We shali do whatever is required to safeguard
American lives and Aerican honor.

Second, ia the face of complets intransigence at the conferencs table
do we join with our cnemy (o iasall &« Cxmmunist government in South
Vietnam? This, too, vdl not happor. We will not cross the iine from
generosity to treachery 27

Ni. n eschowed the coptions of immediste American withdrawal and continued
negotistions. The former course would remove hargaining leverage aceded for the
return of American prisonsrs, while the secand would sllow the enemy offeasive io go

unchecked. "I therefore conciuded.” he resancked, “that Hanoi must b2 denied the

weanane and supplies it needs to continue the sggression "28  Aircrait wouid mine
Necthern ports and iatendict lines of commusnicatiza uatil Hanoi agreed to relesse
American prisansrs and to support an internationally-supervised in-place cease-fire.
Once Hanoi fulfilled these conditions, ¢ compleie Americaa withdrawsl from Vietnam
would occur within four months.

While certain of the need to escalate, the President worried thal hjs decision
mizri provoks the Soviets. Nixos sent a personal letter to Brezhnev expiaining his

actinn prior to the public announcement, and cn 8 kiny he reitersted that “these actions

A O I R D R AT Y

are not directed against any other nation "29 The President and his advisors thought

that the Soviets would not intervene, yet many officiais believed that they would

27Richard Nixon, "Tk» Sniuauon in Southust Asis: tne President's Address to the Nation,
8 Mey 1972," Weekly Coms : yments 8 (15 May 1972), p. 839.
261hid . p. 840.

291bid.. p. 8-1.
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express their disapproval by ceacsling the summit. Kissinger received Dobrynia’s
official protest on 10 May, but the icw-xeyed stalament contsined no mention of the
conference. Teken shack, Xissingar asked the amtasrdor of planning for the meeting
should continue. Dobrynin snswercd that the summit was not aa issue, oheerving, "You
have handled a difficuit situstion *ncommonly well “30 Suviet mercbani ships docked
st Haiphong remained therv, sad those in route lo the port turncd back. Nixoa's
gambls that the Soviets' desire for detente outweighed their zeal for Hunoi's wilitary
success tiad succeedad.

Eaving received Soviet acquiescence, Nixon was saxious to punizh the Nofth
Vietnamese. "1 intend to s6p at nothing to bring the enemy to his knees"™ ihe
Fresident informed Kissinger. Nixon urged his military chiefs to “recommend gction
which is very strong. ihresiening. and effectivs.” although Kissinger sckacwiedged
theat curteiling Northere supplics would require time. Siill, the Nationa! Securiiy
Advisor believed that ipcreased military pressure, together with the dscreasing
commitment from Moagcow, might comnel Hanci to sccept the 8 May neace proposal. By
sending massive doses of gir power against the Northern heartiand, Nixon substantisted
his claim that he would not sbandon Saigon. Moreover, the aitacke demonstrated that
he wus no 'oager villing to engage in inconcluzive negotistions bl

In rezponse to Nixon's directive, air chiefs designed & campaign to destroy
the North's weu-making capability. Admiral Moorer sanounced that Linebacker's
threefold objective was to : “(a) destroy war material alresdy ia North Viewoam, (b) to
the extent possible, prevent the flow of war inaterial already in Vietram, and (c)

ipterdict the flow of iroops and material from the north into combat areas, South

3%Qucted in RN, 2:86.

3'Nizon. RN, 2: 83-86; Henry Kissingar, “News Conference 9 May 1972, Yeukly
Compilstion of Presidentinl Documeats 8 (15 May £972), p. 846; Kissingar, White Houss
Yeucs. p. 1181; Donsldson D. Frizzell, “Air Power snd Negotiation in 1972, is The Lessoar
of Vietnam, eds. ¥. Scoit Thosapson and Denaldson D. Frizzeli (New York: Crane, Russak
aad Company, 1977), p. 164.
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Vietnam, Leos and Crmbodis.” As in Rolling Thunder, the Joint Chiefs targeled vhat
they coasidered the vital componeants of Lhe North's indusirial apparaws, and oace
more they emphasized the transporistion system. Targats included rall lines aad road
aetwvorks, bridges, ralircad yards, equipment repair fscilities, petroleum, oil, and
ludricants (POL) storage areas, and thermal powver planis. Unlike Rolling Thuader,
however, the chiefls received suthority to attack the various targets simultaneously.
They could also approve strikes on enemy defenses 32

The Navy's mining operation complemented the sir campaign’'s asssuil on
the North's overiand supply routes. VWith mining, sir commanders believed that
Linebacker could halt Hsaoi's logistical flow. They concurred with Kissinger's
speculation thst their efforts warid take time to erode Northern rescurces. Aic strikes
and mining could limit the amount of maleriel entering North Vietaam, but the nation
tiad stockpiled goods for over three yeass virtually unhindered. Observad Kissicger:
“The President had gained some maneuvering room with his dold decision to bomb and
mine, but if it did not bring results fairly quickiy, it would be increasin gty attackedass

‘faiiure. The demands for ‘political’ alternatives would mouat.”33

CAMPAIGN OVERVIEW

On the morning of 10 May, the initial strike of the new bombing -ampai¢n
occurred under the designation "Relling Thunder Aipha”; the name "Linebacker” had
noi yet reached field uniis. Thirty-two F-4s from Thai bases atiacked one o Rolling
Thunder's most frequently bombed targets, Hanoi's Paul Doumer Bridge. They also
struck the city's Yen Vien Railroad Yerd. Pilots dropped 29 laser and electro-optically-

32Headquarters Sth Air Force, History of Eighth Air Force. 1 fuly 1972-0 June 1973.¥ol,

LNH:M!& (22 August 1974). AFHRC file number K520.01, p 147; Uncoordinated Draft:
chap.2, p.2; "How Important is Airpower in Achieving US.

Objectives in Southeast Asia?” Air Force Policy Letter for Commanders (1 juue 1972), p

3.

33Xissinger, JAite House Yours, v. 1306,
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guided “smart” bombs on the bridge <id 84 conventlional bombs on the marshalling
yard, heavily damaging both targets. Fifty-eight additional aircrafl supported ithe raid
by performing reconnaissance, 3AM suppression. escort, sad elecironic
countermessures (ECM) .34

Lineback:r's first raid typified aitacks during the next threc moathe. Large
aumbers of support sircraft accompanied a relatively smell aumber of strike aircraft
tn the target, with the strike/support ratio varying according to the severity of enemy
defenses. The type of target determined the aumber of wrike aircraft required.
Against area targets such as railroad yards and storage fac’lities, where the risk of
civilian casualties was minimsl, fighters dropped conventional "iron” bombs. Tliese
raids required & much higher «irike sorie rate W assure success than did attacks on
preclsion targets. Precision targets demanded fewer strike sorties because of 8
techeological sdvance perfi.cied after Rolling Taunder—-the “smart” bomb. Using iaser
or electro-optical guidance, these bombs could kit targets in heavily-popuisted areas
with remarkable accuracy. On 26 May. & siagle flight of F-4s cropped laser-guided
bombs that destroyed the Son Tay warehouse end storege area. The three buildings
attacked mexsured 300 by 260 feet, 260 Hv 143 fest, and 210 by 6% feet. The F-4s dropped
only three bombs, and all hit their respective targets. “Laser-guided bombs . . .
revolutionalized tactical bombing,” s~serted Air Force Major General Eugene L. Hudson,
7th Air Force Director of Iatelligence. Since most Linebacker targets required
precisionp ordnance, the number of strike rircrafl per mission remained fow. Uatil
August, & raid's strike force averaged 8-12 sircraft 33

While Air Force and Navy lighters flew most Linsbucter missions, B-32s lso
participated in the campaign. Kissinger dissuaded Nixon from sading large numbers

347 AF History of Linebecker Opecations, pp. 7-10.

35]kid.. p. 20; Hesdiquarters PACAF, Linebackor: Overview «f the Figst 120 Davs (27
September 1973), AFHRC, file sumber X7170454-42, yn. 35-37. Mujor Guaerdi Eugene L.
Hudson, Egd of 1lous Resort (79 April 1973), AFHRC, fito numbs, X740.131, n. 15;

Uncocrdinated Draft, Linebicker Study, MATY, chap 3.p. 1.
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of bombery northward. The National Security Advisor believed thai large-scale B-32
reids might csuse s domestic outcry, and he further thought thal such atiacks were
unnecessry. B-32s struck Northern tergeis nesr the DMZ in their first Linebackes
mission on 8 Juae, sad they averaged 30 sorties s day over the North through October.
Tacgets inciuded storage aress aad lines of cecmmunicstion. Asduring Rolling Thunder,
most bomber missions occurred nver the Souih in support of ground forces 36

By early June, Giap's offepsive had degun (o sputter, sad Kissinger deeed
that the time was ripe for renewed negotiations. “The war had to be ended,” e wrole,
“by a demrnstrsiion that our govercmeal was in controi of eveets, sad Lhis required
maintaining the diplomatic initistive."37 Hanol sccepted the proposal for privete taiks
to reconvene on 19 Juiy. Uatike prior to the 2 May meeting, Nixon did noi curtail
bombding. He asserted: "It has always been my theory that in dealiag wit: these very
pragmatic men . . . who lesd Communist aations, thal they respect strength--not
belligerence but strength--and st leass that is the vay 1 am always goitig to epproach it,
and 1 think it is going to be successful in the and "38

Despite sanctioning negoliadtions, the President was less than cnthusiastic
shoul returaing to the bargainiag table. With the growing certaiaty of re-election. he
had iittle domesic reason to resume the talks. Kissinger felt that as re-2lecltion bucame
more obvious, Nixon could induce Eaaoi to setle before receiving s renewved mandate.
Yet, according to the National Security Advisor, the President feaced that the North
Vietnamese would accept his 8 May peace proposal. Nixop believed that Hawuoi's
acceptsace vould erode the conservalive Republicsa support het he felt was necessary

fur & success{ul presidency. 'Nian sV no poseidility of progress uatil gfier the

3istory of Eirbih Air Force, | July 1972-30 June 1972, vol LN
37K :emnger, ¥hite Fouse Years, p. 1309.

38R:chard Nizoa. “Turning the Battie Around with Airpower,” Air Force Policy Letters
for Commanders (15 July 1972),p. 1.

tive, pp. 148-49.
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slectiop and prodebly did not even desire it” Kissinger remecked. “Even then, he
profered another escalation hefore sitting dowe to negotiate 39
Zissinger met with Le Duc Tho tisree times batween 19 July and 14 August.
The inasfent toae that Tho presented ai the 2 May mecting had dissppeared, and he
conceded points that had highlighted his negoliating position since the start of telks.
Hs relinquished his call for Presideat Thicu's immediate removal. He also alanduned
the demand for an uncenditionsl desdiine on the withdrawal of American forces. Stili,
Tho continued to press for s ccalition govermament, with substantial Communist
representation, in the South. Nixon was discouraged by the sessions, writing on
Kissinger's report of the 14 August meeting that ke did noi helieve successful
negotistions could occur vatil after the election. "We have reachied the stege where the
mere facs of private talks helps us very little--if st ail," he coacluded.4® Nevertheless,
he condoned Kissinger's scheduling of the next rouad of negotiations for 15 Sepiember,
afisr the National Security Advisor met with Thieu in Saigon.
In the midst of Kissinger's renewed teiks, Nixon enlacged the sir campsiga.

On ¢ August, the Commander-in-Chicf, Pacific Command (CINCPAC), Admired Joba §.
McCain, Jr., notified his subordinte commandess ikat Linebackir would bagia (0 hit
the Norin harder: i

There is growirg coacern [iere and in Washirglon ihat insuflicieat

offort is being applicd againt the North Vietnamose hoartisad. . . . Yo

signal Haoo: in the sirongest way possibie thet our sii presence over

their country will not diminish, ! wish to intensily the air rampaiga in

Nortaern NVN [North Vietasm) 4!
fhe admiral ordersd tares of the s.x carriers in the Tonkin Giif to devote all of eir

sorties to Linebacker. Haif of those missions would occur in Rotite Package 6B, the

39 issinger, White Houg: Yeary, p. 130%. Originaf emphesis.

$91bid.. p. 1315. Original emphasis.

$1)Messag s, CINCPAC to COMUSMACY, CINCPACAF, CINCPACFLT, CINCSAC, 099225Z Aug
1972, in Message Teaflic, Mey-December 1972, AFHRC, file number K168.056-229.

LI ARt g O L R o £ G AR oD
v




221
Navy's northernmost 20ne of operaiions 42 McCain directed the Air Force to schedule &
sinimum of 48 steike sorties a day in its two northern sreas of responsibility, Route
Packages 5 and SA. He glso called for periedic B-52 strikes into northera North
Victasm, aithough this wos & request of the Commsader-in-Chief, Strategic Air
Command (CINCSAC) ~ather than su order, as McCain had no operational contrrof over
SAC assets.

From 9 August uatif 16 October, Air Force planners scheduled 48 strike
sorties & day into Route Packages 3 and 6A. Because of the excelient resnits achieved
with smart bombs, commanders aitempted to conduct as many precision raids as
possible. A shortage of guids:ice pods for 'eser-guided bombs preveated many
precision attacks however, and oiten s third of the strike force carried conventional
ordnance Foul weather turther hampered sitacks, csusing oaly 16 missions to fly ia
August. In Septemher the weather improved. Compsred to Lincbacker's previous
months, four times as many strike airceaft fiew in September, making it the most
productive month of the campaign. Seventh Air Force flew 111 laser-guided bomb
sorties, and most stiacks destroyed their targets. Pilots perfected LORAN (Long Kenge
Navigation) bomb delivery technigues, allowing them to fly missions ncrmaliy
weather-canceled. The 25 September arrival of 48 F-111s in Thailand provided air
commanders with sa additional means of siriking the enemy. Capsble of {lying
supersonicalfy at tree-top level in darkness and poor westher, F-1ilc sitacked in
increasing aumbers uati! by 13 October they accounted for balf the Air Force's strikes
in the heartiand. "The mere presence of 24 sorties a night striking at random and
without warniag throughout North Vietaam must heve caused considersable

consternstion,” Major General Hudson surmised. Jdue of the few F-111 pilots shot dowa

4See Chagter IV, pp. 176-77, for a discussion of the Koute Package sysiem.
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retemhered that a guard approached him, declaring, "You F-111." He t"en made s [iat,
sweeping motion with his hand, and ip an awed tane said, “Whoosh!" 43

Interdiction remsined the theust of the air offensive during its final two
months. New CINCPAC Admiral Noel A. M. Gayler's 7 October statement of bombing
cnjectives mirrored Admiral Moorer's May declarstion. Targeis associated with
resupoly from China, such as rail lines and truck routes, asd the eleciric power system
received the highest priority. In mid-Cctober Gayler initiated joint Air Force/Navy
strikes against the iaterior ares bordered by the vital Nerthesst and Northwest
Railroads. His attempt o eliminate the inefficiency stemming from the Route Packsge
system hed littde chance for success, however. On 23 October, Nixsn ended Linebacksr
and halted all bombing aorth of the 20th parsiiet 44

Kissingar's progress during th: Ssptember and Cclober rounds of
negotiaiions resulted in the President’s decision to curtail bombing. The dreakthroiugh
occurred ¢~ § October when Tho dropped the dzmand for & Southern ceslition
government and agreed 10 sn in-place cease-fire fol:owed by the wilhdrawei of
Americsn troops. The MNational Security Advisor had long delieved thai tke best
prospacis for settiexmen’. lay in separating inititary from politicai issues to achieve &
strictly mitincy accord like that yizined in Kores. “After four years of implscable
insistence that we dismanile the political structure of cur ally and replsce it with &
conslition goverument” Xiseinger obssrved. “Fanoi kad now essentisily given up its

plitical demands.”43

437 ¥ History of Linebacker Operations, pp. 23-32; Hudson, p. 18; Jutin Morrocco, Raia.
of Fire (Boston : Boston Publisking Company, 1985), p. 154.

4)assage, CINCPAL to CINCPACAF, CINCPACFLY, 17110Z Oct 1672, in Mossaye Treific,
Miy-Dacembac 1972 "LNA Waorking Paper: Prefimirary Summary of Linebacker
Opsraticny” (14 February 1973), pp. 3-6, in USAF Oparations in Southeast Asis, lackvs
Docuspentation 1971-1973, AFERL, file number K239.031-53.

43Xissinger, White House Years, pp. 1343-44.
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Kissinger had notified Tho that bambing would decrosss during the final
phase of negotiations. Og 13 October Nixon reduced the number of daily aflack sorties to
200 £nd restricted the scope of B-32 operaiions. Yet this decrease produced no reductiop
of Air Force sorties sent against the Northern heartiand. Three days later, as Kissinger
journcyed from Washingten for & “final” negotisting session, Nixon cut the aumber of
dsily strixes te 130. This measure reducad Air Force strike sorties againtt Route
Packages S and 6A by only ten. After meeting withh Xvan Thuy on the 17th, Kissinger
flew 1o Ssigon to oblsin President Thicu's concurrecce o the settiement. Thieu's
sppesition (0 cestain paris of the agreement, notadly the provition allowing Northern
wreops 0 remain in the South, cavse § Nixos te request one more meetiag between The
and Kissinger. "As 8 token of good will,” the President suspcnded attacks above the 20th
parsitel. “But,” he announced, “there wias to be a0 bombing palt until the agreemeat
was tigaed. | was not geing io be taken in by the mere prospect of an ggreement as

Johson had boen in 1968. 46
CONTROLS ON_LINEEACKER

In terms of political coatrols, the campsign ending on 23 Octoter difter .d in
many respects from Roliing Thunder. Like Roiling Thuader, however, Linebacker's
political controls flowed from the President’s negstive goals. Nizon iritislly proxibiied
reids within 30 mifes of the Chinese border and within ien mifes of Hanei and
Heiphong. Moscox's low-Reyed response to the Presidenc's May escelation limitad Loe
exicn? of these restriciicag. By & June airstrikes had occursed i) miles from Ching, and

geographicel restrictions oa atikcke near [enol snd Haipkong vanished. Aa Air Force

46Nizon, RN, 2: 192-93, 204-0%; 7 AF “listosy of Linebscker Uperstions, p. 32. While tice
suipension of bumbing north of the 25ih parsiiel may have partly resuvited from
Nizon's ";ocd will,” other considerations wera of equal importence. Nizon coi'ld not
approve 1n sccord withnut the support of Thieu, bu- Basoi Jad ngreed io the demauds
listed in the Presideat's 8 May spesch. Taus, Nixon curiiled, rather than saded. the

bombing “ss promised.” See this chapter, pp. 237-29.
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report noted that "the prevailing suthority to strike alsost sny valid militery target

during LINEBACKER was ia sharp contrast to the extensive sad vacilleung resirictions

in existence during ROLLING TRUNDER." Nixon aad the Joint Chiefs approved a master
targtt list frem which subordinates designed individual sttacks. Rarely did the Joint
Chiefs direct strikos sgeinst specific targets, sad field commaaders received authority

10 conduct raids systematically rether than piecoreeal. Seventh Air Force Commender

F X F XL
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Genera! pha ¥, Vogt, Jr., iater confirmed that he had the authority to direct the Air
Force poriion of Linebacker effectively 4*

Nixon prohibiied attacks threateaing civilisn casuslties, and this restriction
compiemented his sir conmenders’ own desires. The original Linebacker directive
stated: “Iu is essential that strike forces exercise care in weapons selection to minimize
civilian casualtics and avoid third covatry shipping. known or suspected PW {Prisoner
of War] camps, bosplials. and reiigiows shrines.” While similar limitations prevailed
Juring Rolling Thuader, smact bombs did much to «ffsei this restCiction during
Yinebacker. Hiton forebade the bombing of damus "because ihe results in terms of
civilian casuclties woulc % extraordinary”; using guided ordnance, & flight of F-4s
dssiroyed the ..zaerator of the Lang Chi Hydrosleciric Flant, leaving the dam 30 feet

away uascathed. Vogt wes proud of 7th Air Force's efforts to avoid civilicn losses and
remarked that his pilots vere slways conscious of that goal 48
Many com.nsnd sad conirol problems unresoived frem Rolting Thunder

hindered Linebacker. lecsuse of the pacochial concerns of Air Force and Navy leaders,

7Hesdquarters PACAT, Corons Harvest: The USAF ig Sou:heast Asis, 1970-1973; Lessons
Learged and lecommenda‘ions: A Compendium (16 June 1973), AFHRC, file amber
K7i70425-11, p. 64; Lewy, p. 410; Juan M. Vasquez, "Pentagon Confident of Bombing
Effsct.” The New York Times 9 June 1972; Frizzeli, p. 165; 7 AF Bisory of Linebacker
Operstions, p. 20; Robert N. Ginsburgh, "North Vietnam--Air Pover,” Yite! Speeches of
ihe Day 3815 Seplamber 1972), p. 734; USAT Oral History Interview of Coneral John W.
Yogi, Jr. by Lientenant Coionel Arthur W McCants, jr. and Dr. james C. Kasdor{T, 8-9
August 1978 AYHRC, file number K239.0512-1093, p. 04,

48History of Eigtih Air Furce, 1 July 1972-30 June 1973, vol. I: Narestive, p. 149; Hudson,
p. 16; Vogt Luterview, 8-9 August 1978, pp. 139, 147.
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Nizon named no overall si~ commander and CINCPAC retain:d the Route Package
system. “Despile repeated efforts to fully inlegrate the US effort agsinst Norih
Vietnam,“~ commented an Air Force study, "US air resources conducled relatively
independent air operations against separate geogiraphicai sections of North Vietnam.™
The iremercdeus aumber of Air Force sorties flying over the Toakin Gulr jed to
ovorsatursted airspace, resulting in & joint Air Force/Navy coaference in July.
Participants established aliitude blocks separating the two services' Ilights, although
time seperation detween strikes remained so informal agreement. The campaign
ended befoie Admirs! Gayier's sitempt to integrale flights could bear fruit. Still, Vogt
did uot abjcct 1o the Rouie Package system, believing that it "saved . . . & great des! of
deteijed coordination.” He did oppose Litcbacker's overlapping chain of command.
Vogt reported in tucn 1o the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Air Forces (CINCPACAF) and
CINCPAC, 2ad he received added guidince from the Chiefl of Staff of the Air Force and
the Chairmsa of the Joint Chiefs. To employ B-32s, he had to coordinate with either the
Joint Ciriei's or CINCPAC, vho sometimes received iargeting suihoriiy for ihe bombers,
and with CINCSAC, vho retained control of the time aad weight of B-32 strikes. "I would
gauch have preferred.” he later declared, “to have control of Lthe whole sir situation
myself. 49

RNoirthern sir defenses provided the most obvious operationsl control on the
canpaign. MiG fighter totals in May 1972 hed incresscd ic 204, of which 93 vere MiG-
?is. SAM sites nuxbered 300. Enemy defenses cizsimed 44 Air Force asircraft during
LinebasTer, and in Jupe MiGs alonc downed seven Air Force fighters while lesing only
two of their own aumber. Despite these losses, cis commanders did not lsuach &

systsmutic effort wgeinst the MiGs. The resson for this decision, an air chief

49K iseingor, White Houso Yoars p. 1112; Corons Harvest: The USAF in Southeast Asis,
1970-1973, pp. 116-17. 7 AF History of Lirstacker Operations p. 23; William W. Momyer,
Air Power in Three Wars (Washinston: US Gevernmesnt Printing Office, 1978), pp. 103-

03; Vogt Interview, 8-9 August 1978, pp. 116-22.
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commented, was “simgly ihal we have heen 2iven objectives of far greater priorily vad

ve are gaieing these objectives withouy significasnt nindrasice by the Horth
Vietnamers fighsers” He noied with satisfection that MiGs "have not heen shle to
greveat our sirike airceaft from seaching their targers io o siagle instaace.” Yot he
was probabiy unaware that SAC's directives for B-32s "provided for breaking off or
diverilng & mission f the anticipated or ancountered threat becams severs encugh."50

The Air Force 4id take action to thwart caemy defenses. At the end of Juty,
the “Tesbsil" Weanons Ceatrol Ceater at Nakhon Phanom, Thailand, tegea operations,
providing pilois over the North with a combination of redar and intelligeace
information. Teabal! nzgaied the MiGs' ground redar sdvantsge, aad hefped proguce an
Air Force-10-MiG kill ratio of $ to 15 froca 1 August through i3 October, as Compared W
20 18 to 24 razio from 1 February tacough 31 July. The Air Force also devised “Eunier-
Killer” teams, comprised of two F-105 “huntess” sad two F-4 “killers,” te find and destroy
enemy redars. The effeciiveness of both Tesball snd the Huster-Killer teams reduced
ihe number of support sdrorull needed for strike defense, which io wra sliswed meny
support aircralt to become auackers afier the August increase in strike sorties 3!

Pilot inexperience led to maay loxoes during Linebackec's first three
months. Borsuss of the three year ban o flights north ef the 20th parallel, few pilots
nad previously flown in Rouie Packages 5 and 6A. To incresse an avaresess of enemy
lactics. mission crilique conferences began on 0 July at 7th Air Force Headquarters,
snd tire minules of these sessions wen: to al!l field units. Vogi ordered specific

squadrons to speciclize in perticular tasks (0 acaieve the maximum efficicacy of his

307 AF Historv of Linebacker Operstions. pp. 14, 16: Air Wac--Vielnam, p. 267; Edgar
Uigasaer, “Air Power Psits an Invesion,” Air Fopce, Sepiember 1972, p. 71; Mc(Carthy and

Allison, p. 30.
317 AF History of Linghucker Ogeraiions. pp. 45,33,
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fighter force. Asa result, the Sth Tactical Fighter wing became the exclusive users of
lsser- guided ordnance 52

Psssive defenses also hampered Linebacker. The Communists employed anti-
interdiction tzchaiques developed durinig Rolling Thunder, although the conventional
nature of tae Saster Gffensive producesd much higher st:pply peeds than before. Pilots
stymied rail traffic from China, forcing the enemy to rely on truck convoys. The North
Victnamese consiructed a pipeline, from China through 1.80s to South Vietnam, that
supplied nearly 30,000 metric tons of oil 8 moath. The redundancy of both the road
network and the oil pipeline made the two targets difficult to attack successfully. Hanoi
couctered efforts to destroy its thermal power capability by using thoussaads of
porishie gensraturs o opersie war machinery end redars. Passive measures proved
aspecially elfective during the eariy phase of Linebacker when the South sppeared
pear colispre. Air commanders diveried many m’ siens to fly close air suppart for
Southern grouad troops and did not possess the nececsary sircraft to conduct heavy
interdiction of the North as welli Fven with the August bombing increases. passive
deferses oo “tinued to plague Linebacker 33

Veather was an additional operatiopal control, and overcast skies prevented
smart bomb delivery. While the Nevy's A-6 Intruder and the increasing use of B-32s
permitted some btombing during adverse weather, commanders searched for other
means to overcome Liris limitstion. General Vogt's summer requirement for pilots to
gain familiarity wi*% LORAN bombing techniques paid dividends when monsoons
apPéc... b AU Ln. Beginning in that month, Air Force planners scheduled two
separa‘e Linebacker missions daily, and each hsd the option of guided or unguided

munitions. This pls "~ g procedure eliminated many maiatenance problems csused

3ifbid.. pp. 21, 65.

53joseph Eralt, “Letter from Haroi,” The New Yorker, 12 August 1972, p. 63; Ulsamer, p.
&6; Soropa Hacvest: The USAF in Sowbieest Asia. 1970-1973 pp. 82-83; "Air War sgsinst
the North--Tougher than Anyone Realizes,” US News snd World Report, 21 August 1972,

p-32.

R G TR N R e e P T CR T e R B L SRR IR R PR e




228

by poor weather. The F-111's arrival in late Sepiamber offered anoiher boosi to

Linebacker's all-weather bombing capability.

BOMBING RESULTS

DAMAGE INFLICTED

From April through Octobsr 1972, 135348 tons of bombs feli oa North
Vietnam, slightly more than one-fourth the tonnsge dropped during Rolling Thunder.
"More damage was done to the North Vietnamese lines of communication during
Linebacker than during all our previous efforts,” acknowledged Vogt. Smart bombs
inflicted most of the destruction, and the Northeast and Northwest Railrosds esch
possessed an average of 15 wrecked bridges throughout the campaign. Interdiction

reduced overiand imports from 160,060 tons to 30,000 tons & month, while mining
decreased seaborne impe-ts from over 250,000 tons s month to near 2ero. The Chinece
heightened the effectiveness of both offorts. For three weeks folloving the mining of
Northern ports, they refused ‘o ship gay goods to North Vietaam, and they denied the
transport of Soviet goods acrass their territery for three monihs "This was just to let
the North Vieinamess know who lived ou their border,” commented Wait W. Rostow,
who remained in contact with Kissinger after serving as Johnson's National Securily
Advisor 34

The conventiona! nsiure of the Easter Offensive produced materiel needs
ihat far exceeded those previously required by Communist forces. For the first time in
the war, the North Vietnsmess employed iarge numbers of tanks and heavy cannon in

20 assault resembling the blitzkrieg of World War II. Vast amounts of ammunition and

54Lewy. p. 411; 7 AT Historv of Linebacker Operations p. 7).

the First 120 Days, p. 20; US House, Committne on Lpproprisiions, Suhcommu.eo on DOD,
mummmmmmwm Hearings, 93rd Cong ., 13t sess., 9-18
Jensuery 1573, p. 43 Ginsburgh, p. 734 Interview of Walt W. Restow by the suthor,

Austin, Tezas, 23 May 1986.
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o0il were essential to the success of the invasion, and the transpori asd storage of such
goods were especially vulaersble to tir suack. “You caacol refuel T-34 tanks with
gaooline oui of water botiles carried on dicycles,” observed Brilish military suthority
Sir Robert Thompson. In addition, Coiamunist trocps could nct obtain necessary
foodstu{fs from the South, snd & poor rice harvest affected food supplies thraughout the
North. Afier the ceupening of Baiphong in 1973, tae North imported 1,000,000 toas of
grain--a three moaths supply of their currsal ration 33

By the and of Linedacker, sircrsft hud desirered slmost ail fixed oil siorage
facilities an? 70 percent of the electric power gemerating capacity. Hanoi's portable
geaertiors provided currant only to silitary facitities. A correspondent in the capital
noted that “the industrisi power piaat for the city hus been desiroyed, and the electric
current that emadstes from the remsining powes plant is feeble o4 subject
repeated fsilurs” The atiacks disrupted the lives of Haaoi's inhadiwats, causing
betwecn 20 sad 40 perceat Jf the city's populuce o evaruate. Those who remained
fourd little sccasion to gather secially. A‘) iaealers and museums closed, snd Cathelic
arizsts conducisd mass st 4:35 A. M. Perhaps the greatest indicalor of how bombing
alfected civilians came from Hanor's aational radio. Typical broadcasi topics during
Linebacker included: “How to Achieve High Yield in Rice Cullivation despilz the
Bombing" sad "How Young Feople in the Couniry Should Receive City Children Being
Evacuated.”56

EFFECT/VENESS IN ACHIEVING POLITICAL OBJECTIVES

Despite Linebacker's failure to produce s settlement, its demage helped
compe! Northern leade:s to abandon their goal oi an immediate military tak cover and

S5Robert Thompson in Lossons of Vietasss. pp. 104-03.

55K raft, pn. 58-63; Joseph Fromm, “Why Eanoi Came to Reslize It Could Not Hope to Win,”
US News and World Report, 6 November 1972, p. 19. Fromm's article is an interview with

British suthority or. Notth Vietnam Patrick . Honey.
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coairiduted o their concessions at the bargnlning tabie. The six mems comprising
No-th Vietnam's Polithuro, First Secretsrv Le Duan, Natonal Assombdly Chairmsn
Trucng Chinh, Prime Minister Phan: Van Dong, Defrnse Minister Vo Nguyea Giep sad
Secretarist members Pham Hung aad Le Duc Tho, had committed themselves to uaifying
8 couniry thet they coasidered arbitrarily divided. The six viewed eliminatioa of the
South Vietnsmese government as an sbsolute prerequisite lot unification, yet they did
pol agre: on the mcthod to achieve the fusion. Truong Chinh streased political
messures, emphasizing ¢ grotracted war ia tae South o sccomplish the goal. Lo Dusa
aGvocaied large-scale militacy aciion, arguing thal afier the Southern defest political
unification could cccur &t leisure. Fcliowing the 1958 Tet Offensive’s fsilure, ihe
Politbure heeded Truong Chinh's policy of prewracted wer snd sireagthened the
Norihern Aray. By igte 1970, Hanoi fels that its rear areas were secure, snd Le Dusa’s
call for an invasion met with epproval 57

Rorthern isaders found many reasons (o justify sa assaull. A straiegy o
protracted war risked both msapover shoriages and economic stagnation. The North-
ern Army suffered from fow mersle, and tne Leotian invasion esrly in 1971 indicated
that Vietnasiization Bid bolstered Southurn combai capsviiity. The ~oatinuviag with-
drawal of American woons increased the chsnces of Nixon's re-electioa, vhich
Northera leaders thought would give him grester freedom of action in Victasm They
also baiieved that 8 successful invasior while some Americens remsined would not only
discredii Vietnamizetiop but would also serve as s defest for the United States. The
capture of wdditional Americans wouid provide aegotiating leversge. sithough the

offensive's goal was compiete victory. Deapite the espousal of Northorn editor Hong

57Fromm, p. 18; Robert F. Rogers, “Risk-Tatiog in Hanoi's War Policy: An Analysis of
Militeacy versus Manipuiation in & Communist Party-State’'s Bebavior in a Conflict,”
(Ph.D. dissertation Gooxgetovn Univeraity, 1974) ap. 73, 189-94; Le Dxviar, “Analysis of
Revolutionsary Strat.gy.” (February 1975) iu Gareth Porier, ew., Yiotnan: The Definitive
Documentstion of fiumen Decisiogs. 2 vois. (Suafordville NY: Ear M. Coleman
Enterprises, Inc., 1979), Val. 2: vp. 537-39;Kolko, pp. 365-76.
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Chuong that "we are ready (e fight [the United States) for a coentury,” Communist leaders
UL success in less ime. All were over 60 a2d bad pursued the goal of unification
for most of their lives. The prospect of dying with the dream unfulfilied, as had Ho Chi
Minh, loomed beforv them. Consequently, Robert Thompson remarked, “"they were . . .
old men in a hurry.*38
Throughout 1971, North Vietnam prepared for the assauit. Le Duan visted
Moscow in the spring to secure weapoary and transport, and in the summer the
Politburo issued the invasion order. Having committed themselves to the offeasive,
Northern lesders shunned Nixon's offer for secrel negotistions, aad they denounced
the President's Uctober proposal. Hguyen Van Tien, one of Haaoi's delegates to the
public talks in Paris, told Californis Congressman Robert L. Leggett on 26 February 1972
that no proposal was reasopabie as long as the Thieu government remained ia power.
Tien demanded formstion of 8 coalition government, followed by geaeral eiections,
aflter which a cease-fire could occur. Without the simultaneous settiement of military
and politicai qnestions, Tien argued, a lasting peace in South Vietnam was impossible 39
Kissinger reslized Hanoi's resolve when the secret negotiations [inally
resumed on 2 May. "Eves il pressed by Moscow,” he later asserted, "Hanoi would want to
play to the end its current offensive, to which it was fully committed, te improve its
bargaining position"8 The Polithuro considered negotiation Nixon's primary
recourse to the assault. A Communist Perty journal anaounced in Aprii:
Because of its ignominious defeats the United States does not dare re-

escalate the war no mst'er h~v disastrous the censequences of this
offensive and how grest the danger of collapse will be for the puppet

3%Robert Thompson, Pegce Is Not st Hand (New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1974),
op. 56-89, 93-96; Frizzels, p. 158; CINCPAC, "Current Situstion in North Vietzam” (21 July
1972), point paper in Pave Aegis and olher Mcssares, June 1971-fuge 1972, AFHRC, file
number X717.03-219, vol. 5; Krsft, p. 66; Kolko, p. 422.

33Teompson, Peace Is Not at Haud po. 89-93; Letter from Congressman Robert L. Leggeit
to General John D. Ryan, 10 March 1972, in Gegeral Jobhn D. Rysn Copgressional
Correspondence, Februarv-December 1972, AFHRC, file number K168.7085-152.

80K issin ger, White House Years, pp. 1136-3".
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[South Vietnsmese] army. . . . We will force the caemy to ackaowiedg:
his defeat snd accept & politice! sstilement on ovr terns &'

Moscow's role in reiniliating Kissinger's socret talks indiced that the Soviets would
provide litlie sdditional aid to Hanoi. At this junclurs, hewever, the Nortis Vietnataere
had stockpiled anough goods t: support their drive south. Seemingly on the brink of
victory, Le Duc Tho exuded the confidence of Hanoi's leadership by curtly dismissing
Kissinger's proposals.

Nixon's massive applicsation of air and ses power shocked Northern leaders.
Moreover, Linebacker and the tactical air campaizia in the South combined with ihe
increasing regzistance of the Sauthern /[.rmy to negate anv chance thai the Easter
Offensive had to groduce victory. Americun intelligence experts estimated that air
power slone had cost the Noth Yietnamose 120,000 casualties by August, and Giap hed
sont every division save one to fight in the South .62 The President’s dacisicn to bomb

and mine stood vnopposed by both Moscow aud Peking. Th: summit gained Lim the

public support that the P.  3uro had hoped (o undermine with: itz invasion, and that
support victually sssured his re-slection aver the foundering Damocratic Party
candidais, George McGovern. The disastrous offensive and the prospect of Niron's cuc-
cess at the polls caused Northern leaders to reconsider their smphasis on & military
iskesver. Pham Huag's mid-September dirsctivo to Communist cadres, 'that an effort
would be made to 'force’ Nixon to settlo the wac befrre ei:ciion day, 6% indicsted that
the Politburo had given negotisted setile:nent first priovily.

As Hanci moved towards negotiations, American and Scuth Vietnamese

military prossure increased. Nixon saswered Hanoi's concessions during the July and

August counds of talks with added bombing. On 15 September, thres Southern divisions

51Quoted by Don Tate in “Nixen Sceks to Pound Sense into N. Viets,” (Columbus, Qhio)
Citizen-Journal 30 December {972,
62iJ1samer, p. 60. The other division was in Laos.

63Quoted in Kissinger, White House Years p. 1333.
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pushed six Northern divisions out of Quang Tri, and the one-tirae besiegers of An Loc
found themselves hard pressed o avoid anaihilation. While Hanol vorked for an
rccord prior 1o November, the military situation dictated that it oblain s cessation of
bostilities 3 soon as possible . Asserted Thompson: “For the first ime in the Indochina
wars the communist side was being compelled to aegotiste in order to forastall the
possidility of dafeat "64

Bano: had feur objectives at the bargaining table. Iis first goal was to
remove the American air Force aed Navy from the war, which would prevent defeat
and allow 12 North Vietnamese Army to rebuild for iater operations. Second, Northern
feacers aimed at resicicting future United Siates mifitary activity in the South. Third,
the Folitburo wanted 10 retain Northera units in the South; in this regard Nixen's & May
1972 proposal stressing sn in-plece cesse-fire offered s chane to secure some military
gain from the Easier Offersive. Fioaily, Hanci ‘esired the removal of Thiev and the
establishment of ¢ conlition government in the South. Spesking for the Politburo, Le
Duc Tho stated tust Thicu was the gverriding obstruction 10 & uaified nation acd that
his governmeat would coliepse once the Americans withdrew support.“5 Aithcugh
Northern leaders desired these objectives with mipimum cencessions, a8 rapid
curtsilment < American military pressure was paramount. Ideslly, tLey hoped that
electicn seressss would force Nixon to sign an imprecise sgreement dealing with
general principler and ending American involvement in Vietpain 56

During tie September and October negotiatiosis, Le Duc Tho dispisyed a sense

of urgancy to end the war. He produced & schednle on 2¢ September Jor 8 settlement

“Thompsor. Peace s Not st Baad, p 121,

63Message, “Commants of Le Muc Tho,” 2421277 May 1972, from Msjor Gesera! Keegan,
vhief of Air Force Intelligence, to Generals Clay and Vogt. in PAVE AEGIS and
Miscellaneous Messges SEA, June 1971-Jupe 1972 The messsge was s reproduction of &
report from the US Peace Delogation in Paris tc the Sccretary of State, and contained

Tho's May remarks tc French Communist Party members.
66Thompson, p. 123; Josepk Alsop, “Hacoi's Strategy Changed.” The Washingion Post, 24
Janvuary 1973.
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within one month, yet he continued to demand Thieu's removal before signing an
agreement. Atthe decisive 8 October session, Tho immediately suggested that ine United
States and North Vietaum sign an accord resoiving strictiy miliiacy issues. Accepting
Nizon's prepossl for a ceese-fire, Tho dropped the requirements for 3 coalition
goverament and for Thieu's resignation. By 12 October only two subsiantive issues
remained: prisoner release and continued American military assistasce to Saigea.
Kissinger departed Paris ts brief Thieu on 18 October, sending Hanoi & proposal for the
disputed points and stating that an additionsal negotisting session would probably de
required. The next day, in Seigon, Kissinger received & mesaage from Hanoi accepting
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'. verbatim the text that he hadsubmitted

i Of ail the concessions made by Hanoi. surrendering the demand for a

t political seitiement proved the most difficuit. By removing their demand for the Thieu
goverament's dismissal, Northern isaders accorded it 2 measure of legilimacy that ran

i counter to their aim of unificstion. When asked by a member of the Freach Commuaist

[

Pasiy in May 1972 if the North Vietsamese could deal with Thisu, Le Duc Tao had

replied:

Ssigon goverament] will fail spart immediately. He hus becon:--

necessarily--our number oae encay: his de ;re is imperative. I

4
:
!
2 Impossible; he is responsible for Vietnamization. Without him, it [ine
g addition ¢his [struggle at ths negoiinting table] is o tast for Us agaiast the

Americans. Through our demands, we come to know aow much losger
Nizoa wiil support him; as soon as he deops him, we will have wen. We
caa, therefore, go slowly . . . without letting up %7
Communist ieaders understood the importance that Nixoa placed on the Thieu

goverament's survival. Le Duc Tho's offer to sccept & military solution did not sacrifice

the North's war aim, bvt it did sacrifice s msjor principle of Hanci's policy. Ia |
accepling the in-place cease-fire, Tho managed s degree of face-saving by refusing to

scknowiedge the presence of “foreign” North Vietammese sofdiers in the South. Yet

57Message, “Comments of Le Luc Tho,” 2421372 May 1972,
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Hanoi's decision to seek ¢ military accord resulted in oniy negligible bombing
dacreases on 13 and 16 October.

To obtain s substantial bembir.g reduction, the Politburo oa 19 October
acceptzd Tissinger's proposals resolving the issues of prieoner exchange and materie!
support for the South. Kissinger had informed Northern ledders that he would travel to
Hanoi to initial an agreement, and his message of the 18th stated: "With the text of the
agreement completed. . . [the United States] would stop bombing the North altogether
tweaty-four hours before my arrival in Hanoi."68 The Politburo’s latest concessiuzs
were additiopal violations of princinic and revealed its desperation to curtsil American
invelvemerit. Hanoi shunned its Viet Cong ally by accepting the release of sli
prisoners except Viet Cong cadres in Southcern jails. More importantly, the Communists
permitted the United States to resupply the South following American withdrawal. in
coasenting to & striculy mililary accors the Politburo sssured the reication of the Thieu
governament; by permitting that goverament to receive military aid, the Communists
helped to guarantee its survival. Nizon notified North Vietnamese Prime Minister
Ptam Van Dong “that the agreement covid new be considered complete,"69 although he
also called for a one-day delay in Tho's 26 September schedule to resolve uailaterad
declarations cor cerning Laos and Cambodia. Hanoi accepted the American position cn
the declarations on 2§ October. Two days lster, Nixon suspeanded bossbing abave the
20th parallel, ending Linebacker 1.

Linebacker's effectiveness in wringing concessions from Hanei siemmed
from a number of factors. Hoth the Chinese and the Soviets piaced & priority on detente
with the United Stases, and their emphasis obviated the primary negstive objective that
had restricted Johnson's spplication of air power. Nixon's diglomstic initiatives to

Peking anc Moscow sllowed him to increase attacks in August without foar of & reprisal

63K issinger. gp. 1365-66
69Nixon. RN, 2: 195
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by the Commugist superpovers. The success of the trips w0 China and the Soviel Union
futher provided the President with the public suppert specessary to conduct sn
exteasive air offensive. Hanoi acknowiedged the impact of Nixcn's diplomacy. On 17
August, the Party newspaper Nban Dag published a bitter condemnation of the Chinese
and Soviet detente with the United States. The editorial described the Communisi
superpowess' sctionsas "throwing s life-buoy o a drowaing pirate . . . in order to serve
one's narrow nstional inierests.” “"This is s harmfui compromise” it concluded,
“advantsgeous to the enemy, and disadvaniageous to the Pevolution " 70

Another key to Linebacker's success was the conveniionsi nature of tre war
in 1972. Rolling Thuader had caused minimal dadage to the Southirn insurgency
because Viet Cong operstions required fow exteraal resourcas. Ia contrasi io ihe
guerrilla we - waged during Johnson's presidency, the Eadter 0 teasive wes & massive
conventional attack supported hy tanks #nd heavy artiliery. Thete forces denopdia
resupply, and mining negated Hanci's primary source of msteriel With ac possidility
of provisicniag by ses, Hanoi wrned to stnckpiied 5. 0ds und vveriand Lreasporiaiion.
Beth sources were vuinerable to air power, the latter especially becauze of
techaological improvements in ordnancs. Linebacker, iogether with mining, tactical
Rir suppoct. ia the South, and stiffening Southern rasistance, vrecked Hanoi's cenacity
to conduct offensive warfare. Moseover, the bombiug and minitig t1estricted all
Nothera imports, and the Politburo found its populace in Sanger of starving.

Without cerrespond.ng successes in the South, Linebacker could not have
secured geins in the North. Nixon noted in eeriy May 1972: “All the air pawer in the
worid aad steikes 0a Hanoi-Haiphong aren't going to 3av2 South Vietisam if the Souith
Vietaamese aren't able tu hold on the ground."7! After & shaky iaitia! performance,

the Southeru Army. backed by large doses or close air support, biunted the Northern

70Npan Dan Editorial, 17 Auguct 1972, in Porter, 2: 368.
7iNizoa, RN, 2: 7%.
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onsisught. By Juae Gisp's offensive was spent, and the worale of Southere units
climbed as they sasicipsted & countersttack. The 13 September recapiure of Quang Tri
by three fewer divisions than the Cotamunists had defending the city signsied the
Politburo that its army faced fuin.

Kissinger's skill at the bargsining table also heightened Linebecker's
impsci. His two years of previcus negolistions had gi+a him an upderstending of
Northern perceptions that served him well ia 1972. Reitersiing that bombing wouid
decresse duripg the final phase of ta!ks Eissinger inteasified The's urgency w

conclude wn accord. The Nstionsd Security Advisor hed guined the respect of his

Aiplogat.r adversasies, end e Enav that they wouid not ightly regerd any staizment
outlining conditions for ¢ cessation of miltary acit'vity.

While Linebacker was not fely responsible for Hanoi's negotisting
reversal, Kissinger couid net have gsinsd Communist concessions without it. ¥ith
overtand routes to Chins lefi open, mining would have served no purpes: aad the
resupply of ihe Nothern Army would have pesod Litise problex. Giap's cunveniional

offenzive made North Vicinam suscegtible to the type of sir campeign espouss¢ by Air

Forve sursrsgic bombing doctrine: one aimed ai produclion centees and their means 67

A
L distribution. Nizop assured Linebacker's consisteacy, an esseatial factor if the
&
:ﬁ operaiion was to burt Hanoi. He granted Vogt and the Jeint Chiefs conside:gbiz
-

authosity to direct the campaign, and the general used his coatrol tn conduct svsiematic
ascauits on Nosthie~n resourtes. The North Visteaamese dic not feel the full effects of
bembing uatit sfter depleting their stockpiles. Once suppies dwindled, the campaiga
hod s reiling impact.

Althouqh Lidebacker contributed to Eanoi's negotinting copressions, :t Al
nol achieve Liec “honofahie pesce” desiced by Nixop. Parsaoxically, whiic the

campaiga conivibuted to Hanoi’ willingnesetas>” o Nixon's tecms, it also convinced

e
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Thisu to oppose an sgreement in the delief inst he could gsin tolal viciory. Viewing
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the concessions thet Linebacker helped extiact from Hanoi, the South Vietnamese
Presider.t reasonced that continued sirikes couid wia the war Fe toid Kissinger that an
sgreement had to define the D2 s a formal boundary between North and South
Vietnam plus remove Norihero trocps from the Souts. These proposals, the Natiunal
Securty Advisor lat:r remarked, were s fascade. He stated: "We failed early ensugh to
geasp thas Thieu's real objection was noi ic terms but to the faci of apy compiomise.
Conflict hetween us and Thieu was buiit into Lhe termination of the war op eay terms
less than Honoi'e otel surrender.”72

Thieu perceived that agresing to Xiscingac's October settiement might well
lead to Southern defeat. An American withdrswal maiched hy 8 cease-fire in-piace
committed Thiet to a pclitical struggle sgainst the discinlined orgapization of the
Communists, and Thiev wee uawillic.g o risk his demise either politically or militarily.
Hanoj grasped ihe objective of his opposition. Northern lecders undersitood--ss did
Thieu--that Nizon's commitmani fo “honor preveated him from a unilsteral
setileprent. Having uvitained & bomping curtsittaent permitiing receipt of overiand
supplies, Korihern officials had no intenticn of grantiag Thieu added stature. On 25
October, Ranci Radio broadcast the heretwefere secret record of the Kissinger-Tho
negoustions, including the text o the draft peace agrezment. North Vietnam con-
demned "che Nixon Adminisication’s lack of good will and serioustiess” sad called for a
signing of the accord on 31 Oclober, the deie eriginally scheduled.??

To countar Nanoi's charges, Jissinger conducted & press conference on 26
October that prodused his declarsticn: "We bulieve perce is at hrad.” He ccumeanted
thet "whai femaizs 20 be doae {te lecure we sgreemwent! can be seitied in upe more
acgolisting session with the North Vietnamcse pegotiniors iasting . . . 2o moere thun

three of four days.” Yet he also covticned thet

72 s inger, y. 1393.Criginsi emphasis
31bi¢.. p. 1397
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Saigon is . .. entitied to peciicipate in the scitlement of & war fought on

its territory. . . . We will not be stampeds into an agreement uatil its

provisionsare right. We will not be defiected from ar agreement when

its provisions are right. And with this sttitude, snd with some

ceoperation from the olher side, we believe thal we can resicre both

pescs and unity tc Americs very soon.74

Nigon, Kissinger. and most American military chiefs believed that

Linebacker helped farce Hanei to meke the negotiating concessions that led to a draft
agreement. Air Force cperational regorts refiacted this percaption. A 1975 study stated
thet “interdiction operations were ¢ primary factor in the decision of NVN [North
Vielnamese] leaders to abandon their hope for an outright mifitary victory and to step
up their diplomatic efforts in order to achieve their goals through political means."75
Mery commendors compared Linebacker to Rolling Thunder, concluding that reduced
politica! tontrois made Linebecker effeclive. Army Genersi William C. Westmoreland
sttributed the cempaign’s success lo iis intensity. He comamented: "When President
Nixop decided to use our availabie military gower in & moaner that truly hurt North
Vietacu, negotiations bagan to move in & substantivs way."76 Perhaps the military's
most represerislive assertion concerning linebecker's impact came from ose of the
ner respongibie for its implementstion. Speaking in 1978, General Vogt acknowiedged
that “sfter Linebacker 1, the enemy was suing for peace. They were hurt real bad.
Most of the majoi targets had best. obliterated in the North . . ., and they were ready o
conclude an sgreement” He algo thought thet Nixon had halted Linebacker
prematucely:

Kissinger and Le Duc Tho got together and then indicstions were that the

Agrespant was imminent. Kissinger then informed me that he was

going to erder the bombing stopped in the Hanoi ares as & gesture of

good wili io speed up the signing of the agreement. Thiswas . . . in
October 1972. 1 protested and said, "You know our hmory with

T4Henry Kissinger, Vietaam Negotistions: News Confercnce 26 October 1972,” Weekly
Cempilation of Presidential Documents 8 (30 October 1973), pp. 1563-66, 1368.

Corons Barvest: The USAF in Southeast Asis, 1970-1973. p £3.

76William C. Westmorelsad in Lessons of Vietaam. p. 61.
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- Commutiists is of having to keep the heat on taem in erder to get them Lo
do aaything. If you taks the hest off them, they may never sign."77

Despite not producing & settlement, Linebacker incrsased South Vistaem's

chances for survival. The campaign helped wreck the North's military capabilicy,

assuring that Hanoi could nct soon lsunch another offensive. Linebecker aiso helped

wring the concessicas from Hanoi that Nixon considered essential to an “honorable
pesce.” Still, the bombing did pot end the war. The President would gear the next
round of Linebacker towards compelling both his ally and lLiis saemy to sccomplish
that goal.

TT¥aay interview, 8-3 August 1978, pp. 87-88.
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CHAPTER VI
{ LINEBACKER II

I think, sir, any time you conduct a military operation like this the
objective is guite clear in military terms. Of courss, you can go on io say
that 7er sef instrument of policy and what we are all trying to do is to
bring this war to » close 20 we can release the prisoners and cease U. S.
participation.

Admirs! Themss H. Moorer, 9 /anuary 19731

Ca the eve of the 1972 slaction. Prosident Richard M. Nixox faced a dilemms

over Vietnam. Nixon had ssvered Hanoi from its allies and crushed its bid for military

T

victory, resuiting in its scceptance of his 8 Mey pesce proposal. South Vietnamese
President Nguyen Van Thieu then withdrew supgort for the terms thet he esrlier
endorsed. Thieu's modifications tn the agreameni were unecceptable to the North
Vietnamese, who desaanded that Mixon sign the accord negotisted in October by
National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger. Thus, Nixon found both Hanci and Ssigon

biocking his goal of an "honorable”™ disengagement.

TN _ XD

To schiove thet sim, Nixon once moge reiied on the combination of
diplomstic 2ad military pressure. After snother round of negotistions failed to producs
& sstiemast the President agsin spplied sir power sgeinst the North. Yet the

e, el ol N R

December 1972 “Linebscker” campaign differed from its namesale in fow it was to

eitain “pesce with honor.” Nixon bed intended Linebecker I to sccomplish his
obisctive by wrecking North Vietnam's war-making cepscity: be intended Linebacker

1US House. Committee on Appropriations, Subcommiitee on DOD, DOP fporopristions:
Bombiags of North Vietnag, Hearinrs, 93rd Cong., ist sess., 9-18 January 1973, p. 44.
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I1 to destroy the Nerth's will to fight while demonstrating to Thieu thai America would
remain committed to Southern independence.

WAR AIMS

Nizon's goals in Vietzam in November 1972 differed in two key respects
from those articulated prior to Hanoi's Easter Offensive. Although he still sought an
American withdi awal that did not abancdon South Vietaam to a Communist takeover, he
als  aimed to convince Thieu tuat the United Siates' commitment to Southern
independence would continue after the departure of Areerican troops. These objectives
formed Nizon's positive political goals. A significant fsasure of the President’s aegative
objectives also changed fullowing his 1e-clection. Nixon was certain thst Congress
would stop the war when it met in Januery. As that desdline neared, he became more
wiiling to risk the loss of public support through increased military pressure in
Vietnam. While realizing that the December bombings would likely trigger as outcry,
he believed that he cculd do litile o dissaude Congress from ending Vietnam funding.
By fa-, the Jasuary 1973 time limit was the Predident's greatest restraint on applying
military force after his re -election.

Nixon's commitment to "honor” prevented him from ignoring Thieu's
proposed changes to the Octobor draft accord. Kissinger believed that s settiement had
to incorporate at Jeast some of Thieu's Gemands. “If we could not bring about s single
change roquesied by Saigon,” the National Security Advisor recalled, it wouild be
tantamount to wvrecking the South Vietnamese goveramert.”2 Still, both Nizon snd
Kissinger ‘wanted an sgrecment fuliing within the Ocisber sncord's basic framework.
The President dismissed the plea for s Northern troop withdrawal, noting taat Thieu
had accepted ea in-place cease-fire since October 1971. "We could not agree with our

2Henry A.Kissinger, Y hite House Years (Boston: Littia, Brown and Company, 1979), p.
142).
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allies in South Vietnam when they added conditions o the established positions after an
agreement hsd beer reached that refiected these established positions,” Kissinger
asserted3 Nor would the Uuited Stetes continue the war to gain a Southern victory.
Nizon included s minimum aumbder of Thieu's propesals in & bargaining position that
he felt gave Saigon the means 1o prevail againsi the Commuaists inside Southern
borders.

To guarantee that the South survived s future military onslsught, the
President piedged to defend the Thieu Zoveramcnt. General Alexander Haig.
Kissingar's miliiary assistant, conveyed Nixon's assurances to Thieu on 9 Ncvember.
Haig emphasized that Nixon considered the October agreement excelient but would
sttempt to incorporate some of Thieu's changes into a final accoré. When Thieu
condemned the President for disregarding many additions, Nizca answered that
suaining all of the modificstions was “unrealistic.” He added: "Bu} far more important
than what we say in the agreement . . . is vhat wve do in the svewt tiie yiemy renews its
sggreseion. You have my shsolute assursnce that if Hunoi fails to sbide by the ierms of
this agreement it is my intention to take swift and severe retalistory actiog."# Nixon
belisved that the Southiern leader would ultimately sgree to & setiemeat, ye? he vorried
about the timing of Thieu's accuiescence. Haiy informed Thieu of the danger in
sta'ling, and Nixon told both Haig and Kissinger that 3 December was the final date for
a0 accord that would allow its completion prior to Congress’ return. “If Thieu couid cot
be convinced to come along dy then, the President later remarked, "I could be
rolactantly prepared to reach s separate sgreement.”>

SHenry msinger 'Vnemm Peace Negomtwns News Confercnce 16 December 19727
Yoekly ats 8 (18 December 1972), p. 1765.

“Rnchn.rd Nnon MMWMZWB (New York: Warner Books,
1978), Vel. 2: pp. 222-23; Kissin ger, White Houge Years, pp. 1411-12.
INixon, RN, 2: 223-24.
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Nizot's urgency for a November ssitiament matched that displayed by Le
Duc Tho the preceding month. The President increased mililary pressure to induce
Hanoi's roiurn to the bersaining teble. B-323 began atiacking asrth of the DMZ on 2
November, and two days later the North Vistoamese ngroed to & mid-Nevember meoting.
Believing that Linebacksr had coatribuiod to Hanei's Uctober concessions, Nivon
thought that additional bombing would provide sicailar resuits should the North agaia
prove intransigent. He ndvised Kissinger on 24 Novemter io suspend talks ior 2 week if
: 00 progress occurred, ducing which time hs would authorize » massive air atinck on
Norih Vietaam 6

Negotistions resumed on 20 November. Kissinger ncted thal his adversasy

was not the Le Duc Tho of late rummer who reiantiessly pushed towards s setueirent.

T T

Ths National Security Advissr contributad to Tho's foot-draggiag by submitiing ali 69 of
ﬂ Thisu's suggested changes for consideration.” Tho respondsd to thie gestuce with his
i awsg modifications, one - which linked ths reisase of Amurican prisoners to Ssigon’s
reiease of jailad Viet Cong. On the 22nd, Kissunger dropsed maey of Thieu's desnands.
Tho in turn graated concessions, slihough the grisonor releess preposal rsmained.
The next dav he oflsred to remove “some” troops from the norihacn wress of South
Vietnam in exchange for a release of Viet Cong political prisoners.

Witk the Prosidential election over, Kisciager thought that the North lacked

the incentivs te nogotiste serionely. Nirxor differed, contending an absence of military

pressure preven'sd a settlement. Both agreed ihet Hanoi delsyed an accord in hopes

that Congress would torminate American involvement. Kissinger believed this thieat

650id . 2: 228.

7“1 put them [the 69 changes) forvufd,“ Kissinger stated, “in order to avoid the charge
that we were leas than meticuious in guar ling Saigon's concerns--and to esse the task
of obtaining Thieu's upprovﬂ As often happens when one acts for the record, we
achieved neither objective.” See Whits House Years p. 1417. Thieu had ordered his
ambassadors io Londen, Washington, and Paris to sitend the _iovember sessions.

A N A e e e S P o R s T o S O A S Gy e e o L L e e o S Y e




245

significant as he observed Tho's altemple to widen the split between Vashington and
Saigon. On tae 231, the Nationsl Security Advisor ssked for & recess uaul 4 December,
and Le Duc Tho epproved the request 3

Nixon cabled Hanol on 27 Navember that the United Ststes vould return to
the talks for o fina! session. At Eissinger's suggestion, the President uacharac-
teristically reduced bombis.g 23 percent to demonstrate his desire to setile. He did not,
however, have feith that the negotistions would bear fruit. Kissinger outlined two
options if the talks stalemaied: firsi, Nizon could resume bomting norih of the 20th
paralis!; second, he could accept the minimai concessions made by Tho in November
and demand their incorporsiion in:o the October sgreement. Neither Nixon nor
Kissinger felt that Saigon would approve the second option. ‘The National Security
Advisor thought that additionsl telks wers mecessary, whiie the President leaned
towards the "massive bombing™ alternstive. Yet Nixon believed, as he had in April, that
increased militacy pressure could only follow & breakdowa ia negotistions stcmming
conspicucusty from Hanoi, "It was my firm couviction.™ he later declared. “that ve
must not be rezposible--ur be pertraved as being respoasidble--for the brer’down of
the tal¥s" The Presidest met with the Joint Chiefs on 30 November to discuss aa
apoccpriate mililery response should the negotistions fail. The chiefs had compieted
twa pians, one for & three and the other for 4 six-day series of sirikes involving B-32s
sgain the Northera heartland?

Doparting for Paris on 3 December, Kissinger hoped to settle the remaining
isues ia two days. Le Duc Tho scon dissusded him from the thought. On the 4th, Tho
withdrew nine of his 12 concessions from November while maintsining all his demands

8Yissinger, While House Years. pp. 1417-23.

INixon, RN, 2: 226-33; Kissingar, Yhise House Years, p 1420; DOD Appropristions:
Bombings of North Vietnam. p. 36. Nixon remarks that pe favored continued
acgotistions while Kissinger urged bombing. Kissinger denies Nixon's contention in
Yhite Heuse Yoags snd ciairss just the opposite. Given the Prasident's propouncements
and conduct earlior in the year, Kirsinger makes the stronger case.
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Yor changes. The only option e presenied Kissingar was acceptance of the original
October accord. Two days later Hanoi's position remained unchanged. Nixon informed
Xissinger that if the next mesting did not produce a breskthrough, he wouid degin
heavy bombing. The National Security Advisor arcived at the 7 December session
prepsred to offer a “rock-bottom position,” but Tho prevented the muve by advsancing
concessions. The Northern delegate agreed 1o six of the nine chunges that he hsd
denounced on the 4th and dropped the demsad for & Viet Cong prisocer release.
Concurrently, he objected to the previousty-accepted stipulation respecting the DMZ as
a provisional boundary between North and South Vietnam. “This was precisely vhere
L Duc Tho wanted us,” Xissin gor recalled, “tantalizingly close eaough (o an sgroemefii
to keep us going and prevent us from using military force, but far enough away o
maiptain the pressure that might yet at the 1ast moment actieve Hanoi's objeciives of
disinisgrating the political structure in Saigon "0

With the danger ~f Congressionsl action isss Liisn 8 mosth awsy, Kissinger
offered concessions o obtain sp immediate agrecment. By 3 December only the DMZ
issue remsined. and Kissinger plsnned to concede it. The setllement would include
gome of Thieu's demands. Still, the Ns:ional Security Advisoc reasoned, "we can
saticipate no lasting peace in the wake of & consumaled agreement. . . . We will
probably have little chance of mairisining the agreement without evideni hair-
trigger readiness . . . to enforce its provisions"!! Nizon concurred that the time was
ripe for an accord. 11 would be palaful if Thieu refused to go along.” the President
reflected, "but there was no question that we had done everything possible to help him
and that now we had to iook to our own interests and conclude an sgreement if the

teras Were accoptable ~ 12

10X issinger, White Hovse Years. pp. 1428-23; Nioa RN, 2: 237.
lxissinger, ¥hite Houge Years, p. 1435.
12Nixon, RN, 2: 238.
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Le Duc Tho refused to accede to Kissinger's design. On 11 December, the
Communist delegate rejected the agreed-upon signing procedures and demanded
vithdraval of American civiliay technicisas from the South. Kissinger concluded that
Tho stalied to deter gither s suspension of negotistions of an agreement. Announcing
on 12 December that he would depart for Hanoi in two deys o confer with the Politburo,
Tho offered to return to Paris, aithough he siated that messages could resolve the
remaining issues. Kissinger agreed, cabling Nixon that the North Vietnamese "have
reduced the issues to & point where 8 setiiement can be reached vith one exchange of
telegrams.” "However " he added, “I do not think that they will send this telegram . . . in
the abscace of sirong pressures.”!3

The National Security Advisor terned the 13 December session ss “the day
thet finaily explodod the negetiation 14 When American linguistic experts met Vith
Hanoi's, they found tbat the North vietnamede had inseried 17 changes into the
completed portion of the agreement's text. Tho proved inflexible regarding the
additions. Reiuctantiv, Kissiager decided that future tatks were pointless. After the
meeting he advised Nixon

to turn hard on Hanoi and incresse pressure enormously through
bombing and other mesns. . . . This would make clear that they (the
North Vietnamese] paid something for these past ten days. Concurrently
... pressures on Saigon would be essentisl so that Thieu does not think
he has faced us down, and we can demonstrate that we will not put up
with our ally's intransigence any more than we will do 90 with our
enemy.!3

Nixon too believed that the time had come to apply military force. “We had
flow reached the point,” he remembered, “where oaly the strongest action wouid have

any offect in convincing Hanoi that negotisting 8 fair ssttiement with us was s beties

I3Kissinger. White House Years, p. 1442. Throughout their telegrams of November and
December, Nizon and Kissinger used the terms “strong pressure” and “strong action” to

denote bosabing.
1]pid., pp. 1443.
13]bid.. p. 1443.
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cption for tuem chan continving the wac" He dec.ded to use sir power, but the
questioa of haw auch ¢ smploy remained. When the President met with Kissinger and
flaig on tdc 14ih, the Nalinpal Security Advisor suggested & rsturn (o October's
Linsbecier ooerations while the geacral argued for isrge-scale B-32 strires north cf
the 20th paralici. Mizsa supporied Haig, commenting tha? anything less than bomber
rsids “witl oaly make the enemy contemptuous.”'é

Unlike Linebacksr I, the President simed the December bombing directly at
Norihers wiil. The Presideic desired 8 maximum psychological impact on the North
Vietnsmes> to domoasirate that Se would nol sand for sn indefinite deiay in the
aeguiistions. His ohjective fil the patiern of America's previous steetegic bombing
camjpaigas. Linebecyze 1, like the initial air offersives ageinst Germany, Japare, and
North Tores--as Wil ox ihe first yoar snd & Belf o Rolling Thunder--had altempted to
destroy Lamy ®ocsls by wrecking the capability to fignt. After finding that bombing
simed swecifically ¢t a0 cnemy's war-making capacity wouid not sccomplish American
oblecuives, sir commdadeis had focussd ihelr sstacks on both ths cspebility and
willingoess to cesist. They would do likewise in Linebacker 1147

The B-32. wiih its messive conveationsl bomb losd and ali-westher
capabiticy, wae air sowei's best tov! 0 disrupt an enemy psychologically. Auacking at
aliitudes over 30,000 feet, the domber couid peither be szen nor h»ard by those on the
goound. Moreover, 5-32 raids sgairs the North's weli-defended hesartiend would
jsopaidize aircrant essentiai i ihe agtion's auclear capability ead thus display
Americis resotve. Kixea hoped that Thieu, as woll as the North Vietasmese, would pote

this Sctorminelion. Simce 2y sgreement wonld rest op Americk’s air power delercent,

"oNizcn. RH, 2: 241-42; Kimingar, Hhite Bovse Yoars pp. 1447-42.

7Ganorsi Joan €. Meysr, "Sprechk ot Aadersen AFB, Gurm, 3 Jaauary 1973, in Pursonel
LG B3 Air Force Historical Kesearct Center (herecfier refarred to as

AFERC). Maxwell Air Forco Base, Alshens, filo nuaber X168 7349, frams 130, reei 23167,

Bepry Lissinger. "Agrermsati o Endisg tae Wer and Rocieriag Paace ip Vietnam:

News Confervnce, 24 January 1973, Weekly Comnidntion of Prusidontial Pocumens: 9 (29

kanuary 1973).9.73.
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Nizos counted on the bombing to demonstrate continued support for Ssigon. On the
aftarnoon of the 14th, he ordered & three-day series of raids against Hanoi beginniag
on 18 December. 18

The President refused to announce the escalation. Kissinger thought that
Nizxon should make a teievision address similar to the cne in May, declaring wiry
bombing was necessary and outlining requirements for its cessation. The President
believed that such s proclamation would delsy talks by sppearing as an uitimatum and
making their resumption a matter of prestige. Insteed, he directed Xissinger to conduct
a press conference on 16 December explaining that the stalemated discussions siemmed
from Communist intransigence. At the conference, the National Securily Adviser
hinted that the United States might resort to sterner measuics to spur the talks, “I
expect that we [Kissinger and Le Duc Tho] will meet again,” he commenied, "but we will
have to meet in an stmosphere that is worthy of the sericusness of our eadecvor.”
Nixon cued the North's public negotiators in Pacis with equal yubtlety. In s message
sent jess than 12 hours prior to the first B-32's arrival over Hanoi, he asserted that the
North Vietnamese “were deliborately and frivolously delaying the talks.” The President
proposed s return to the sgreement's Noveiber teat with the addition of one or two
subsequently negotiated changes. "On this basis,” he contenided, “we would be prepared
to meet again any time afier December 26 to conclude an sgreement.” !9

Yhile refusing to give Hanoi an ultimatum, Nizon presented one to Thicu.
The President dispatched Haig to Saigon on 18 December, harding the general o
personal leuter for the Southern leader. Nixon stated his intention to settie if Henoi
accepted his latest proposal, varning that an incresse in military pressure did oot

indicate ¢ willingness to coptinne the war. He concluded:

18james R. McCarthy and George B. Allison, Linebacker 1I: A Yiew {rom the Rock
(Maxwell Air Force Bese: Air War Coliege, 1979), p. 39.

19Nixon, RN, 2: 237-38, 245, Kissinger, ¥hito House Years, pp. 1448 -49; Xissingor,
*Vietnam Negotiations: Kews Conference, 16 December 1572, p. 1768.
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Goneral Haig's mission now represents iny final effort to point out io you
the necessity for joint action ead convey my irrevocsble inteation to
proceed, prefarably with your cooperation, but, if necessary, alone. . . .1
heve asked General Eaig to obtain your caswer to this absclutely fmal
offer on my part for us to wvork together in munsa settiement clong
the lines | have approved or to go our seperate weays.

Baving docided on escalstion, Nixon turaod tc his military chiefs to assure
thst they sppliad s lacge-scale effort to the air campaign dubbed "Linebacker 11." He
told Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs: “This is your chance
to use military power effectively to win this war and if you doa't I'll consider you
gersonally resporsible.” The operation's contingency plesn called for tkrec days of all-
weather, around-the-clock atiacks on sessentially the ssme isrgets reided during
Linebacker I. The President's emphasic on bombars icd aiv commanders to modify the
plaa significani(y to include heavy B-52 participation. Strstegic Air Comsmaad (SAC)
Hesdquasters at Offutt Air Force Base, Nebrasks, rewroie the operations order and
forwarded it to the Joint Chiefs for approval, Op 14 December, Moorer notified SAC's
commander, General Jo'an C. Meyer, of Nixon's decision to implement Linebacker II.
Meyer in turn sdvised the 8th Air Force Commander, Lieutenant Gepersl Gerald ¥.
Johnson, whose B-52s at Andersen and U-Tapso comprised the brunt of the strike force.
Johnyon received this word on the 15th becsucs of the time differontisl between
Nobrasks and Guam 2!

The final Linebacker Il plan stressed & maximum effort in minimum time
againgt "tue most lucretive and valuab's targets in North Vistnam.” ¥hils many of the
targots matched onss raided in Linebacker I, Linebacker Il waz no interdiction

20Nixon, RN, 2: 245.

211bid., 2: 242; DOP Apoconcistiony. Bembinss of Nocth Vietsam, pp. 4; 43; McCarthy and
Allison, p. 39; USAF Oral History iaterview vf Lieutenant General Gereld . Johnson by
Sr. C.bwﬂe«x Hopkins. 3 Anril 1973, Andesses AFS, Guam, AFHRC, iile aumber

X239.0512-831,p. 1.
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campaign. In seeking to avoic civilian casusliles, zir chiefs complicd with Nizon's
desires and designed Linedacker 11 to infiic: b tmost civilian distress. 1 want the
people of Banoi to hear the bembs,” Moorer iold Meyer, “but miniuize demage to the
civiliaa populace.” B-32s would amtack rail yards, storage sress, power piaats,
communication ceaters, and airfields located vn Hanoi's peripher,;. Mosawhils, 7th Air
Force uad Navy fighters would strike ¢l, lves in populated areas with smer begebs.
Mot targets vers within ten nautical mijes of danoi, forcing its inbabitants to respond
to esch eltuck. and B-92s wouid strike throughout the pight to prevert its fopulace
fros sizeping. These night raids would also reduce the MiG threat, although air chiefs
did pot devise Linebacker II to achiove air superiority. The time constraints autached to
the campaign dicteted an immediaie assault, and continual pressure was qecesssry to
sacure favorubie rasults, SAC planners estimzied that they would lose three percent of
attacking B-32s to enemy defenses. Nizon agreed that the bomber Yorce would aot
emorge unscathed, confiding in his diary, "We simply have to taXv lee2ss if wo urs
going o accomplish our shjectives. 22

Asthe Linebacker 11 operational order began (o arrivs ¢: Andersen. Geasral
Johinson raw incressingly snnoyed. In August 1972, SAC Hesdquarters bad direruw.s
8th Air Force o grapare « pian for striking major tergsts is North Vietssm vith B-32s.
Johnscin's ¢iaff hiad complied and submitte§ their prepocs! 1o SAC. The Livebrcker il
svdar hore little resembisace to the plsi develessd al Andersen. “AS far a3 ¥2 were
concerned,” one member of the 8th Air Force staff recslled, “it was & 2ew plin.”
Johason was irste about the lack of versatility iu routing his bombers w target.
“Genaral Johooon just blew his curk when they [SAC] woulda't chenge e axes of
attack.” aat officer int the headquariers remembored. ‘The gsneral's staff estimated that

2J5omcquarters PACAF, Lingosacker LI USAF Besabing Svivey (April 1973), AFBRC fils
number X717.64-8, pp. 1. 3%; Latter from Brigeaier Gunerai Harry Cordes (o Brigad’or

Gencral kmes ™. Mch.hv 0.d., AFHRC, Fiie au.sher K416 04-13, vol. 12, pp. 3,9 (Cordes
war Teputy Chisf of Staff for mumgonce &8 SAC Hesdaucrtars during Linebacker I1):

0D Approsriations: dombiniis of North Yietaas) p. 18; Nixon, RN, 2: 244.
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the ropetitivs routing would result in losses consideraviy higber thaa SAC's thrye
percoat prediction. Cne s:aff offiver recoliected: "When I sevw the map ishowing the
flight path to targat], I rsalized two thirgs: that the waight of effori wonld be very
large, and that it was not goir.g to be & irkey shoot- -unless you ware on the grounc 4p
there "23

Despite SAC's planning. much work remzined for the Xth Air Force siaff.
SAC determined targets and weight of effort, subject to approval by the Joint Chiefs, &3
well as sxes of sttack sad flight routes in the high threst arves north of the 20th
parallel. For Andarsen-based aircraft, 3AC's preparstion covered oaly two tn thies
hours of the *4-hour mission. Eighch Air Force planned the remaindes, consviiing
with the KC-i5) tanker wing s! Kadena Air Bass, Okinawa, to arrsiige in-Tlight
rofesling and with 7th Air Force for fighter support packages similar o those in
Lincbscter 1. Finally, Johnson's sisff combined their plenning with SAC's inio a single
directive 15 snabled aircrews to f'; ths mission 24

On Monday afternoon, i Deceuiber, e crews of 129 B-32s isaroed Uial laey
would attack Fanoi. Most greetud the news with disbelisf followad by some amour. of
apprehonsion. U-Tapso'sCapiain E. A. Posorsen remarked. "It wes just k*ad o amaiing
that ‘#e were actually going to do it . . . [ slmost thought it was a joke at first' 25 Major
Robert D. Clark, ¥ » wounld soon lesd tie third wave from Andersen, recalied that
"e7erybody got cranked up. 1 was ready to do it; my £av {navigator] wes just absolutely

23McCarthy and Ailison, p. 26; Interview of Major George Thompscr. (Ret} by the
suthor, Omaha, Nebrasks, 27 Ociober 1382; Iaterview of Colcnal Clyde E. Bodenheimer by
the author, 7 January 1983, Maxm oli AFB, Alebims; Johnson interview, 3 April 1973, pp.
6-7. Johnson noted: “By the time this [word of Lineback.r] goi to me the decision tv go
had already been mede. The part I played was in terms of pacommondations
concerning the size of the force, the size of individual raids or missions, the tactics to
be exaployed, the utilization of the sircraft, the sititudes to be flown, the defensive

techniques and this sort of thing.” (Emphasis added.)

24Letter, Cordes to McCarthy, p. <; McCarthy and Allison, p. 41.

25Headquarters 307h Strategic Wing, History of 307th Strategic Wing, October-
December 1972, Vol. I (12 July 1973), AFHRC, fiie number K-WG-307-HL, 5. 53.
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terrified; my gunner was & hawk. My EVW [electric warfare officer] was horribly

curious abows, vhether his cquipment wus going to work --he was excited but scared.” 26
Premissicn briefers gave scant attsntion 0 targets. Captain Joha R. Allen, wvho would
fly three Linebscker II missions, noted thst the absence of target information mattered
little:

There - #8a't & whole lot of time devoted during the briefing to the

intelligence aspect as (o what your target was. All you knew was that

you were going "Downtown,” and that you might not be coming home. If

they had toid you that the world was made of green cheese, you wouldn't

even havoe heard it--sll you were thinking about was were you going to

make it back or were you not. . ., and what shout the guy sitting next to

you. They [the briefers] didn't belabor the point of what the targels

were becanse it didn't make any difference--you were committed and you

were going 27

At 194) hours on the 18th, 48 B-32s comprising the first ol three waves
struck the Kinh No storage complex, the Yen Vien Rail Yard, and three airfields on the
outskirts of Haooi. Thirty-nine support aircraft accompsnied the bombers., The B-32s
flew near the porikern border of North Vietoam from west to east, turning southeast to
make their bomb runs. Aliscking ia & trall formastion of thres-ship "cells they
dropped bombs with up to ten minutos scparsiion between formstions. Because
sccuracy and assured destruciion were primary considsrations, pilots stabilized flight
for approvimately four minutes prior to bomb refesse. The B-32s turned west aller the
Somb run s escape surface-to-sir missile (SAM) coversge and kead for base. Striking
st midnight and (500, waves two and three conformed to the first wave's flight pattern.
Although 94 percent of the bombers hit thair targets, Northern defonders alsc cisimed
2 messure of success. SAMSs downed three B-32s s0d severely dsmaged two others.28
Linebacker's second and thisrd davs paralieled its firw both in weight of

effert and route of flighi. While concerned by the lossses on the 18th, General Meyer

26]ntorview of Colonel Robert D. Clark by the author, Robins AFB, Georgis, § Januvery
1983.

271 aterview of Major John R. Allen by if:e author, Osan AB, Korea, 22 September 1981,
28)McCarthy and Allison, pp. 31, 42-43, 47, 65; Linebacker 11 USAF Bombing Survey. p. 25.
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considered the toll acceptable. Moreover, th need to complate SAC saission planning 42
bours prior to initial take-off precluded rouiing changes for day two. On the aight of
the 19th, 93 B-52s attacked the Thai Nguyer Thermal Power Plant and Yen Vien Rail
Yard in threo ssparste vaves. SAMs damaged two bombers, but the defenses scored no
kiits. Tc SAC plsaners, the results of the 19ti1's mission vindicated their routing. This
belief, combined with the required lead time between planning sad execution,
convinced Meyer to use the same attack plan for the 20th. Hinety-nine B-32s in three
waves struck the Yen Vien Rail Yard, Thai Nguyen Thermal Power Plant, and the Kina
No and Hanoi oil storage aress. Against this force the North Vietnamese achioved their
greatest triumph of the campaigan, destroying six B-32s and damaging s seventh 29
The losses infuriated Nixon, who "raised holy hell about the fact that they
[B-32s) kept going over the ssme targeis at the same times" He had ericnded
Linebacker 11 indefinitely on 19 December, but this action guarsateed continued raids
by only B-52s snd F-111s. Poor westher prevented the bulk of 7th Air force's daylight
sorties and transformed the campaign into an simest exclusivz bomber effort. A heavy
loss of B-32s--Americs's mightiest warplanes--would cresie the antithesis of the
psychological impact that Nixon desired. Hanoi's delegate tc the public talks iz Paris,
Nguyen Minh Vy, torminated the 21 December session “as & protesi lo the war escalation
snd the sbout-face of the Unitsd States in negotistions." Despile reslizing the

propaganda intent of such utiersnces, Nixon reasoned that Hanoi would not bargsin

290 cCarthy and Allisos:, pp. 41-44, 77, 89, 96.
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sariously until the bombers sccomplished & high lavst of destruction st minimum
cost 30

Agreeing that the 20th's six porcent losses were unsccepladie, Meyer
revamped Linehacker. He reduced the B-52 sortie raie to 30 aircraft pur day, s lotal that
U-Tapao slone couid handle. Logistical cansiderations favored conducting strikes from
only one base, and U-Tapao's four-hour missions eliminated the need for air refueting.
To protect his borabers, Meyer targeted SAM storage facilities; intelligence showed that
Northern gunners possessed no spare missiles a2 thoir firing sites. fe aiso prohibited
attacks ia the immediate vicinity of Henoi afier the raid on the 21st proftuced the loss of
two B-52s. The bombers flow aguinst Haiphong on the 22nd aad struck rail yards,
storage facilities, andé SAM sites in northeastern North Vietnam thae pexi two days.
Routing on these missiops varied considerably. Escorted by Navy fighiers, B-52s
traveled over the Tonkin Guif on the 22nd, feinting sa attack on Hanol before turaing
north to strike Haiphong. On the 23rd, the bombers agair approached over water but
fisw through the Chinese buffer zone 1o reech their tergits, B-32s 00 the 24th trsveled

overland from west to east before turning south for their bomb run. No B-325 were lost

30Nizon, RN, 2: 246; McCarthy and Allison, p. 81; “North Vietnam's Statemonts on the
Paris Talks, Decembe, 17 and 21, 1972, in Michae! . Herz, The Prestige Press and the
Christmas Bombing, 1972 (Washington: Ethics and Public Policy Center, 1980), p.85. In
January 1973 Congressmen Daniel P. Ficod voiced the perceplion that Nizon feared: "1
was sitting right here when we first stested talking about B-52's. That was a concept.
Boy that was going to be it. If we ever got B-32's, thai woule do it. There would be a0
problems from then on, end here this little backward, these 'gooks’ doveloped, iaic) and
they are xnocking down your B-52's like cluy pigeons, with all the sophisticated
hardware which was beyond our own ken, baing run by ‘gooks.’ This is some kind of

le.30n." Ses DOD Appropristious: Bombings of North Vietasm, pp. 30-31.
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from the 22nd to the 24th, and only one bomber received dsmage. Followving the
mission on the 24th, Nixon directed 8 36-bour bombing pause for Christmas.3!

Althcugh Loping that the North Vietaamese would respond to the respite
vith an offer to negotiate. the President had a6 intention of halting attacks before
receivirg sich s commitment. He cabled Hanoi on 22 December cnd requested s

meeting for 3 kouary. If Nocthera ieaders agreed, Nizon deciared that he would stop
bombing nortl: of the 20th parailel ca 31 December for ihe talks' duration. Hanoi did
not resposnd, and the President ordered & massive reid against both Hanoi and Haiphong
for the 26tk.

The 26 Docember asssuit was Linebackor II's most ambitious, with both

Andersen sad U-Tapso contributing Isrge numbers of aircraft. Insteed of sitacking |
throughout the night s hed hombers on the first thrwe days, 120 B-52s s&uck ten 1
difisreat targets in 13 minutes. Four waves totalling 72 aircrafi simultsneously
sttacked Hanoi from four different directions. Concurrentiy, iwo waves of 13 bombers
sach struck Haiphong from the sast and soutt, and 18 B-324 reided the Thei Nguyen
Rail yard north of Haaoi. A muititude of SAMs streaked through the dark sky,
revealing that Hanoi's defenders had used the five-day intermission to holster their
armaments. One crowmember counted 26 missiles laur.ched i his aircraft defore
losing track becavse of the rapidity of fire. Novertheless, SAMs claumed only two

bombers, a loss rate of 1.66 percsat.?

31 McCarthy and Allison, pp. 91, 97-98, 100, 108, 115. General Meycr esked for 7th Air
Force Commander General John Vogt's assistance in destroying SAMs. Meyer had
discovered that the primary SAM assembly plant was in the center of Hanoi, but the
posaibility of civilian casualties prevented B-32s from striking tho targst. With the
spproval of Admiral Moorer, Vogt dispatched a flight of 16 F-4s thot bombed the plant
tarcugh a solid overcast from 20,000 fee’ using LORAN. The mission was successful. See
USAF Oral History I terview of General John W. Vogs by Lieutenant Colonel Arthur W.
McCaats, Ir. and Dr. James C. Hasdorff, 8-9 August 1978, AFHRC, file number K239.0512-

1093, p. 92. Anderssn contributed 12 B-52s to the raid on 23 December.
32McCarthy and Allisoa, pp. 121-39.
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On the moraing of the 27th, Hanoi notifisd Nixen that talks could resume in
Paris on 8 jaauary.33 The North Vietnamess contended that Le Duc Tho's ifl heclths
prevented csrlier disscussions. The Communists confirmed their "constently serious
uegotiating attitude” and “willingness to settle the remi ning questions rith ths US.
side.” To Nixon, the measage signaled that Hanoi had had enough. Prior to his retort,
Eanoi forwarded another message expressing s desire (o resume technical talks afler
the cessation ~7 bombing and emphasizing thut I.c Duc Tho would mest Kissir.gnr on 8
January. The President responded on the 27th thet discussions between Xissinger and
Tho'sexperts must begin on 2 January. Formal negotiations vould start on the 8th, wita
a time limit attached, and the North Vietaamese would not deliberste on maiters covered
by the basic agreement. Acceptance of these procedures would result in an ead o
bombing north of the 20th parstiel witkin 36 hours.34

Decpite the North's apparent willingness to negotiate, Nixon did not curtail
Linebacker. Sixty B-32s, 30 each from U-Tapso end Andersen, raided largets
surronnding Tianoi. pius the Lang Dang Rail Yard near the Chincse border, op 27
December. Excspt for Heiphong's deletion, the attack was & small-scale version ol the
pravidus night's asssuit. Haipbong's sbsence from the strike list disciosed & new
problem for Air Force planners--a lack of suitable targets. B-32s hsd achieved
sufficient destruction of Eaiphong's oil storage center, power transformer, and rail
yerds to preclude the port city from further aitacks. Located on the ncrtheast rail lins
to Chins, the Lang Deeg complex was an interdiction target raided during Linebacker 1.
The North Vietnemese ired more SAMs on the 27th tha- the night before, although
drpravs deemied the gunn.cs jess accurate. Still, SAMs dovied two bomvers, the
campalign's finsl logses.33

33)Nixon received this massage on tho afterncon of the 26th because of itha 13-hour tisme
differentisl.

3Kissinger, ¥hite House Years, pp. 1457-58; Nixou, RIL 2: 250.

33McCarthy and Allison, pp. 145-53.
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Sixty bombess flew on both 28 and 29 December, concentratiag 09 SAM
storsge sites around Ranei ead on the Lang Dang Reil Yard. Varied apr rosches o the
targets continiued. Major Clark, who flow three Linebacker missions, felt that by the
29th B-32 tactics ware 30iid.¥® The bombers encountered feeble resistaace on the 28th
and 29t from enessy defenses. "By the tenth day,” Captain Allen remembered, "there
were po missiles, there ware no MiGs, there was no AAA [satisircreft artilleryi--there
wes 6o threat. It was easy pickings 37 As many crews expeciently prepared for ¢
kneckout blow, General lohnson received notification that the 29 December mission
wes Linebacke:'s last.
Hsnoi's answer to Nixon's proposs! arrived in Washington on 28 December.
Northern ieaders accepted the President's provisiens, stressing their desire to negotiate
seriousty. Nixon halted all bombing north of the Z0th paraliel ai 1900 hours
Washington time on the 25th. The foliowing dew he announced the rasumption of talks.
He alsc informcd Bano: that the Usnited Stales approached the coming negotiztions
"with grost seriousress™
The U. 3. side wants to again affirm that it will make onc final major
affort to see whether a settioment within ths October framework can be
worked out. The U.S. side wants to point out that Dr. Kissinger will not be
gble io spend more than four days in Paris cn this occasion. . . . The

dacision must be made now whether it is possibie to move from s period
of Bostility to one of normalization 38

CONTRULS ON INEBACKER I

Nixon's relisace on B-32s to produce s rapid settiement contributed to
Linebacker II'sunique poiitical, military, and operations! restrictions. I fear that . ..
in the past . . . our politicai objectives h1ave not been achieved becsuse of too much

caution on the military sids,” the President wrote early in tbe campaign. He told

36Ciark interview, 6 january 1983
37 Allen intecview, 22 September 1981.
33Quoted in Kissinger, ¥hite Houyce Years. p. 1459,
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Meorer: "1 don't wanisay more of this crap sbout the fact we coutdn't hit this target or
that one.” Toattain higbor levels of destruction, Nixon perniitted B-32s o sitsck certain
storege facilities raided by fighters during Linebacker 1. While mosi bomber targets
ey on Hanol's outskirts, the Presicent ssanctioned sirikes against tne Bac Mai
communicstion center and storage area in the capital's heart. B-52s .ls0 raided Hanot's
commercial airfisld, which served s a MiG-21 base. The Lang Dang Rail Yard, a target

;
E; on four misions, was iaside the Chiness buffer zone. Although he controiied the
campaign's pace, Nixon offered only geners! guidance regarding targets. The Joint

Chiefs, in contrast, sometimes provided Mayer with specific objectives. Meyer
submitted ali targets 1 the chiefs for validstion, yet the SAC commsader retainod a free
haad in selecting tactice. Assorted Moorer shortly after 1insbacker II's conclusion:

“The commsnder of the Sirategic Air Command and his staff . . . were not told hew (o do
the job: they were tcid whit to do."39

Genoral Meyer's tactical deployment resuited from the coatinued concers
for civilian casuslties. Nizon felt that indiscsiminate raids night discupt detesite and
persusde the Sovieis and Cainese to icresse suppori to the North. As no B-32 had
fiown over Hanoi prior to 18 Decemter, Meyer demanded routes and formations foi the
ficst days thst minimized the chances of coliaters) dumage. Msjor George Thompson,

Director of Targets for 8th Air Force Intelligence, ister cbserved thet “we were not

sllowed to bomb many targets much more lucretive becsuse of [pussible] civilian
casualties.” Using smart bombs during s rare pariod of good westher, 7th Air Force F-4s

attacked Thompson's choice for the North's most important target, the Hanoi Reil Yard.

G X,

o F-4s also destroyed Hanoi's SAM assembly plant. Tae Joint Chiefs pronibited Meysr
% from siriking the complex, claiming that B-525 would kill 24,00 civiliens from ths
>

\}: misses. Eighth Air Ferce briefers instructed radar pavigators to bring their bombs
>

]

§ Nixon. RN, 2: 242, 244; Horz, p. 28; Letter, Cordes to McCarihy, p. 3; Linebacker LI USAF
*\,; Bombing Survay, pp. 8. 33: DOD Appropristions: Bombings of North Vistoam. pp. 9. 38.
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back ualass they were 100 parcent sure of thsir aiming point. Ai! B-32 target maps
contained the locations of schoois, hospitats, und POW camps, and briefers cautioned

S

crews wvhen bomb runs neassd such facilities. 40

Desoite efforts to restrict casuaities, Nixon reslized that his use of B-52¢
signaled a0 escalation in the war that wouid noi go unncticed by the pubiic. He
und.restimated, however, the inieasity of the resction to the reids. Kissinger's

decleration of "posce is at hand,” followed by ihe resumpiion of talks, led meny
Americans to specuiate thet the war would end by Chriotmss. Instead, as the holiday

seson neared, Xissir:uer sannounced littlc prugress in Peris. and Nixon, withoui
Jxplsnation, uniesshed the war's greatest asrisl cssault. “How did we got in a few short
weeks from a prospect for pesce that 'you can bsak on,™ asked a 28 December
¥ashicgton Post editoris, “to the most savege and senseless act of war ever visited,
over s scant ten day?, by one sovereign peopls upon another?” Tae New York Times'
Tom Wicker labled the raids “Shame on Farth." Much of the world press concurred with
these viewpoints. The {London) Times noted that Nizon's action wzs "not the conduct of
a mag who waats pesce very badly,” while Hemburg's Die Zeji concluded that “even
ailies must call this s crime against human i~ 4!

The surge of domestic criticism dismayed both military sad civil leadership.
1 caginol understand why it is that people in this country are so quick to accuse their
own countsy of laking theso Kinds of actions [obliteration bombing) when they simply
st not true,” Admirsi Moorer proclaimed in January 1973. Nixon perceived the uproar

ar the medis's first cpportunity to strixe out egainst his re-election. Yet both refused o

40Howard Sitber, "SAC Chief: B-52s Devastated Viet Air Defenses,” Omaha World Herald,
25 Februery 1973; McCarthy and Allison, pp. 46-47, 50; Thompson interview, 27 October
1982; Vogt interview, 8-9 August 1978, pp. 90-91; Interview by newsmen with Admiral
Moorer, 4 April 1973; Allen interview, 22 September 1981; Casseite Tape from Major
Johin R. Allen to the author, june 1982.

41Terror Bombiag in the Name of Peace.” The ¥ashington Post, 28 December 1972; Tom
Wicker, "Shame on Earth,” The New Yock Times, 26 Decesnber 1972, "Outrage and Relief,”

Titae 8 January 1973, p. 14,
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ansver ihe charges leveled at them during Linebacker. Announcing that most B-32
targets iay op Hanol's periphery would, Moorer fesred, silow the Communists (o mass
SAMs for maximum effect. The President believed that uny hint of the attacks’ purpose
would »/pear as an ultimstum, sad that the North Vietnamese would delsy their
mponﬁ_.gsavo face 42 Nevertheless, he vould not ignore the public outcry. Ths

clamo- soinforced his belief that the campaign was his last chance w0 end the war

»
"honorably.”
Congress sustained Nixon's copvicion by echoing the public uproar.
Senator Lizard Eennedy stated that the raids “should outrage the conscience of all
Americans” Senator William Saxbe contended that Nixon had “taken leave of his
senses.” Vowing to force an end to the war, Senate Majority Lesder Michael Manfield
termed the bombing "s Stone Age tactic.” Democratic Representatives expressed like
sentimeats. On 2 January 1973, one day prior to the convening of Congress, the House
Democsatic Caucus voted 134 to 75 to cut off all funds for Southeast Asian military
opeuudhs. contingent upon s prisoner relesse snd the safe withérawal of American
troops. Two days later the Senate Democratic Caucus passed & similar measure, 36 to 12.
Nixon approved Kissinger's plan to threaten future Linebacier-type assaults if the
(:omm?anim sgain proved intransigent in Pacis. Yet he warned Kissinger tha: "as far
as our internal planning is concerned we cannot consider this to be s visble option 43
SAC's large-scale participation in Linebacker II produced distinctive
\:and and control problems thst further limited the sir cempeign. Brigadier

$ral Hacry Cordes, SAC's Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence. noted that 7th Air
Forcé Cemnsader Gensral John W. Vogt “was furious that the B-32= had taken over the
primary rile and that SAC was sclecting its own targets.” Cordes maintained that Navy
air com adus-ders shared Yogt's attitude. The Joint Chiefs assigned 7th Air Force snd

DD Appropristions; Bumbiugs of North Vietaam, . 51: Nizon, RN 2: 247.
43Kissinger, White Beuse Years, pp. 1453, 1459; Nixea, RN, 2: 253-54.
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Hury Task-Force 77, \ncated ia the Tonkia Gulf, to escor? (e hombers. Veg: conplrined
to Mryer cn 24 December that the delay in receiving essuntial SAC information
proveaiad 7w Air Focce from poevidie g proper gscort. Ke depended notice of tasgets,
certes, azve of Mieck and cell calt signs » @inimua of 18 bours prior 10 bomb relees:.
Zighth Sir Frvce plamser? alen desited » quicker receipt of sirixe iaformation. Oe 25
Dacomher, Meyer gawe £1%: Air Foror avthority 10 eeiec axes of atuack 2ad withirawsl
rotstes, yet he reteiaed coaire! over trrget solsctinn.  Msjor Thompson recailsd the
pralisinery target iz ancs urrived foem O ut: three and & Aalf Dours poise to teke-
off, requiring e 8tk Alr focve #all io pian tha aussion In sininum tims. Craws were
waiting i their sircrafl +hag ey rsceivod their target packagss 4

Meay cecwazn cast vards st SAC Hiadquarters' direction, alibough for all
zembers 27 Sirmtegic Hir Cominsad Licebackor 11 was 8 new experience. Piangers
dezignad iac camerign based ca tae five B-3C raide ovar e Hsoil in April thot had
produced po lovms. Aside (ros those ellacks, crews had 2.aimel siperiencs fiying in &
komin environ-weni Majos Uyde E. Bodenhaimer an 8ta Air Force stafl officer,
recatiod idad th2 reutiae misswas over South Vietnaa withoud s threst “wore not very
vaciting.” T3 contrast, the firs tires days of Linebacier il wero e shect. The aumbsr
Jf daily sick cail puiients ai Aadersen’s clinic rose from o pre-cempaigu everage of 30-
€ 15 Y5-60. Afsr 19 December crows sl both Acderzes 2ad U-Tapes quastionad aircraft
vouling st preiiseion brienags. The Andecoes Officers Cub was psrasps ibhs et
\edicator of Linsbacker's effect ca craws. Bajor Clark described the clud's atmasphere
$s “up.plersding” sad "desutiory” before the raids. "By the second dey {of Linebecker
11} Cinck ~efiscied. “you oud walk ip hers ¢ you could smelt the (ear. Guys wers

¥iLettar. Coroes o McCarthy_ p. Z; Messege, TAF/CC to CINCSAC, 2407254 Doc 1972, in
Veszago Tradfic, luno Decowbor 19/2; McCarthy and ALisa. p. i21; Thompsan
interviow, 27 Tictober 1982,
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banging on esch other and jus: revalidating the fact tiss. thuy're sl alive, s0d they
wore gotting all thet fosr out in the open. .. 45

As in Linebacker I, epemy defenses were Line’acker II's most sigaifican:
operstional restriction. Whereas MiGs provided the gresiest threst during the sarlier
Linebacker, 32 operationa’ SAM sites furnished the Northers Jofensive punch ie the
“Eleven Day War." The © mmunisis fired spproximataly 1009 SA-2 missiles, cinitatng ali
13 B-32s lost and forciag the Air Force 1o change tactics. SAC Headquartzrs designed
the simuiteneous attacks on 26 Dersaber o saturste the Hesth's command and control
pet plus minimize exposure iv eney fire. To guaruiiee that crevs did aoi sacrifice Lthe
autual B0 (Blectronic Couaterpessures) capadility inhereat ic s three-ship cell
formetion, Colone! James M. WcCarthy, Anderssn’'s 43rd firmtagic ¥Wicg Comdaader,
threetened to couri-martial any pilol »ie broke formation 10 evade SAMs. Gogers!
Meyer reituraled this warning during hisirip to Axdersen shoruy sfter Lingbeckar Il
onded. Still, sosse pllots continved evasive msacurers, and Caplaio Allcn rucsliod that
“thers were M of the goddemaodos gyreions | have ever ssen done with B-323 to
svoid e SAM3 * [a dewending to evade the misuiles, piseis risiwd being Dit by AAA,
although fiak damogad caly one bomber. Nortaern figiters played as simost passive
role duriag Linobacksr 1. Bomber crews reported fow MiG attacks, nene causing
dazmngs. vhile B-32 tail guaners downed (vo fighisrs. The Rorth Vietaamese uged Mils
8% scouts, ssnding thom aloft to report the boabers’ hending. sluiude. and sir speed io0
SAM sites. A Rusmiun trewier off Cuas provided Baroi with a sevea-iour warning
arior & missions from Andercen 46

9g; )78 St ic Yi p. 5% Bodenhuire
interviev, 7 january 1933; Hesdquarters 8th Air Force, History of Liehih Air Forse 1
iy 1972-20 Ten+ 1973, Yol I Narrative (23 August 1974}, ATHRC, file auuber £520.01.
Alles int3zvisw, 22 Sopiember 1981; Clark iatesview. 6 jasuvary 1983.

46M3i0r Goneral tugane L. Hudson, End of Toue Kepert (20 April 1973), AFXRC, fiie
rumber ¥717.1404-42, p. 19; “Stalf dectivg Notos,” . d. (probably 27 December 1972),
AFHRC, fiis cumber 24160413, vol. 13; McCarthy and Allison, pp. 68. 125, 171; Letter io
s aniior irom Major james Rash (Ret), 15 August 1982; Alien interview, 22 Sentsmber
19%); “Karrative by Majoc R. A. Scott, 21 Ocloder 1977,” AFARC, {ile aumbar K€16.04-13.
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ia sddition to tactice) Taristions, whe Air Force sdopted other methods io
couater enemy defenses. An aversge of 83 suppon sircrals, performing Huster-Kiiler,
escort, 2ad ECM duties, scoompeaied the bombers each night. Cn 23 December B-3is
begau siriking SAM sites, and on the 28th they initisted raids sgainst missile storege
greas. During the lsiter stages of Lissbecker, General Johnson rasici..ed missions i
high-threst zon2s to his D-madel bossbers possessing ihe jatest ECM gosr to defloct
SAM:. The campaign siartod prior 10 the modification of msny G-models, Which
suffered six of the 11 losses in the first four ésys. To assure an sdequste aumber of
fresh crevws at U-Tapeo, johnsoa tenasferred 22 D-model crows there from Aadersen
afier the Thai buse reczived Lae bruni of the campaiga on the 220d. Because of the
shortar missioos. meny U-Tapaeo crews hed previously flown every night of
Ligebacker. Sevonth Air Force reinitisted its srogram of daily mission critiquas on 20
Decomber. Ropresentatives from both 7ih and §th Air Force attended the conferences,
focusing on coordinsticn betwesn bombers and fightzes ss well a3 tactical
countermeasuses.i?

Vesthor proved slmost as great an oporstional restraint as epesmy defonscs.
Nizon o~dered the asssult in the midst of the vinter monsoon 3eason. Thite the adverse
conditions had no offect on the sli-wesiher B-523, the monsoons severely limited
bombing by fighters. The 11-day span produced only 12 daylight hours acceptable for
procision aitacks, occurring on the sfiernoons of 21, 27, and 28 December. F-1ils
sippiexentsd Hupter-Killer stritss in poor westher, and B-32s raided some largets
pormally iequiring srocision ordnance. An Air Force study concluded that the
“sitempis (o use all-weather systems agsinst small ares or point targets proved

1M cCasthy and Allison, pp. 42, 101, 109, 114, 121, 125, 147, 157, 164 History of Eighth
Air Farce, 1ty 1972-30 June 1573, Vol. IL Narrative p. 426 Message 7AF to 7/13 AF Dep
0 2133102 Dec 1972, in Moesage Traffic. June-December 1972. AFHRC, file number
K168.06-229.
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velusless . . . Thaus efforte . .. 18 retrospect shouid have been applicd to area targets (o
maxigum effact.“40

BOMBING RESULIS
DAMAGE INFLICTED

From 18-29 December 1972, B-52s flew 729 sorties ageinst 34 targets north of
the 20t perailel and dropped 15237 tons of bombs. Combining for 1216 sorties, Air
Forca aad Navy lighters deliversd rusghly 5009 isas of ordoance. Rail ceaters ~nd
storage arvas roceived the lion's shere of the B-52 effort. Bombers desiroyed 383 pieces
of roiling stock and inflicied 500 culs in rai! lines, compleioly disrupting rail traffic
within ten miies of Hanoi. Aircraft aler: demolizhed i91 sicre e warehouses. Elsctcic
power generating capacity fell from 115,000 tc 29,000 fiiowatts, and the raids reduced
POL suppiies by 2ne-fousth. Ia targeting aaly three bridges. air chiefs showed that
Linobacker 1i wae more than an interdiction camdrign. Thay reiisd on ikterdictien
during the previous Linebacker, as well as coniinued mining. to complement ths
December bombing's affect on resupply activities 4%

Compared to the damage inflicted, Licobecker II cavsed fow civilisn
casuaities, bui it did unsettie the North's urtan populace. [Hanvi's mayor ciaissed 1,318
civiiiaas kilied and 1216 wounded while Baiphoug reported 305 daad. The lov Wil
resulted both froa B-52 targeting and evacuations. Acknowisdging the raids’ sccuracy,

“mmﬂm._m?.nﬂfmumm 4; Lincbasker [J USAT Bombing
Survey. p. 6; Aic: ¥ar--Yietnam (New York: Amo?ma 1978), p 279; Bsadquaiters

PACAF, mmmmmnmmmm
WM( 16 June 1975), AFHRC, file number X717.0423-11, pp.
80,95

‘“Pn.:m Study Group, "Linebscker II Air Operstions,” (riofing given 18 January 1973)
in Deoers,  Operations in Southeas! Asis.
19 Coioher 1972 to 21 lanusry 1973, AFHRC, file auveber K168.06-232; Lisuienans General
Geraid V. Johneos, gd_qﬂmhmn(w Ssotesber 1973), AFHRC, {ile pusber
%416.121, p. 83, DOD Appropriations: Bombings of Nreth Vietaax, pp. 6. 40; Linebacker
11 USAZ bombing Survey, pp. 12, 13, 34; McCurthiy ead Allison, p. 171; Martia K. Ostrow,

“The B-52s’ Message to Moscow,” Air Force April 1973,9.3
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jourasiist Tamiay Arbuckle observed during s teip to Hanoi in March 1973: "Pictures

204 som2 press repo:-s had given a visitor the impressicn Hanoi had suffered badly in

the wer--but in fact the city is hardly touched.” Evacuations from the capital occurred
throughout Linebscker 1. Writer Michael Allen, in Hanoi with Teiford Taylor on
Caristmas day, waiched nuine’cus buses evacusting peopie to the countryside.
Individuals cemaining in Hanci received only aa hour or iwo of sieep & aight, their
nerves strained by the continual stitacks. Foreigners in the Gis Lam airport discovered
workers wandering sround completsly disoriented following s strike. American
prisoners witaessed & more graphic consequence of Linebacker I1. Commander James
B. Stockdale, s prisoner for over seven years, recclled that
when the ground shook, and the plaster fell from the ceiling . . . the

guards cowvered in the lee of the wslls, cheeks so ashen you could detect
it even from the light of the fiery sky. . . . By day, interrogators and
guards would inquire sbout our needs solicitously. The center of Hanoi
was doad--even though like our prisons, thousands of yards from the
drop zone. We knew the bombers knew vhere ve wers, and felt not only
ecstatically happy. but confident. The North Vietnamese didn't. . . . They
Eaew thev lived through last night. but they elso knew that if our forces
moved their bomb line over a few thousand yards they wouldn't live

through tonight 30
EFFECTIVNESS IN ACHIEVING POLITICAL OBJECTIVES

Loss thes one month after Linebacker i, Secretary of State William P.
Rogers signed what Nizon considersd "en honorsble agreemen:. 3! The campaign
coptributes subsiz “tially to both Hanoi and Ssigon’s scceptezcs of an scvord. The
“Elaven Doy Was™ was not the only rwason for & ssttlement. Hul il Was & Primary one.

S%iurrey Marder, "Noith Vietaam: Taking Prids in Punishment,” The ¥sshingion
Poss. 4 February 1973; Berz, p. 54 Tammy Arbuckle, “Bombing Was Pinpointed.” The
Hashington Star. 1 April 1973; Michael Allen, “Sharing the Agony of Hanoi.” The
Carigtian Century, 24 January 1973, pp. 92-93; Ligebacke i L P
37: Addreas by Resr Admiral jumes B. Stockdale to the Armed Forces SufT College, 9
April 1975, quoisd in U.S. Graat Sharp, Strategy for Defest: Vielnam in Retrospect (San
Refes!: Presidio Press, 1978), p. 258.

StRicherd Nizon, “Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Victnem. Addresstothe
Naiisn, 23 Jenusry 1973, Teakly Compilation of Presidential Documents 9 (29 Jeausry
1973), p. 44,

-~ -
vvvvvv
L



267

Nixon's thireat of another Linebacker if the North refused to setile forced thie Politburo
o scespl his terms. His promise of & future Linebacker should Hanoi violate the
sgreement, mmbined with the Congressional furor stemming from the raids, finally
sained Thisu'ssupgport.

The fear of Linebacker II's renewal persuaded Hanoi to seitle. Deiente pre-
vented the North from roceiving increased Soviet assistance, and Hanoi had not fully
recovered from Linebecker 1. Bombing continued unabated against Northern troops in
the South after Linebacker | ended, and Linebacker II destroyed many of the supplies
stockpiled shove the 20th paraliel since 23 October. The survival of the Northern Army
was essenrtisi il Eanoi was to maintain controi over Southern territory. Linebacker 11,
combined vith mining, threatened to paralyze that force by preventing necessiry
materiel from flowing 1o it.

VWhile impressed by Linebacker II's destruction, the North Vietnamess were
also impressed by its magnitude. In 11 days sircraft dropped 13 percent of the tonnage
deiivered during ihe five monihs of Linebacker I. Uniike ihe eariier campaiga,
Linebacker II continued night after night regardless of weather. Defenses failed to
doter the attacks. Oniy vhen Hanol promised to pegotiste did the raids stop, and “the
threat of reneved and effective bombing,” aa American negotistor recalied, “was
implied in aif that we signed with Haaoi.” The Politburo could not afford to ignore that
threst. Coatinued bombing would not o1ty further disrupt an already disorionted
populsce, but also endanger its susvivel. The North lacked suilicient food reserves to
endure s sustained sir campaign. Atihe January Paris meetings, Kissinger observed
that Le Duc Tho's “mood and businessiike approech was ss close o October ss ¥¢ have
soen since October. What has brought us to this point,” he continued, " 2e Provident's
firasanass and the North Vietnsmese beiief that he will not be affected by eiiher

>
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congressional or public pressures. Le Duc Tho has repestedly made these points to

me 32

The havoc created by Linebscker 1I deterred Hanoi from its goal of an

eleven'h bour victory over the United States. After Linebacker I, the North
Vietnamese repaired the rail lines leading to China, which resuited in & materiel influx.
Guaranteed ¢ short-term logistical base, Northern feaders then worked to delsy sn

agreement. Hanoi perceived that Ssigon's dissatisfaction with the October accord,
together with the immiuent return of Congress, pruvided a chance to achieve the
triumph denied Giap's army. Realizing that Nixon would sttempt to modify the October

2

settlement, Politburo members aimed to prolosg negotiations until Con gress terminated
the United States invulvement. American withdrawal would allow Hanoi to renevw
militsry operations unhampered logistically, while & curtailment of suppori for the
South would deplete its supply of American-made veaponry. Northern leaders believed
that Thieu's government could not survive if abandcaed by the United States, and they
dié not thin¥ that Nixop would wiiiingiy shun Saigon. Surmizing ihai the Presidenti
might resume Linebacker I to spur talks, they orderod the evacuation of old people,
women, and children from Hanoi on 4 December. In the midst of the winter monsoon
season with sufficient materiel, the North Vietnamese felyv secure against the
resumption of fighter attacks north of the 20th paralie]l 33

Northern lesiders did not expect Linebacker 11, and its magaitude tempered
their response. On the eve of the asssult, Redio Hanoi repeated Le Duc Tho's demand

32Al1an Goodman, Th 0 |

i (Stanford: Hoovar lnsmuuon Pmn 1978) P 157 Rnbert Thompson M!.
1= Not st Hand (New York: Devid McKsy Comzpany, Inc., 1974), p. 138; Kissinger quoted ia
Nixon, BN, 2:257-58.
53"North Viet Bombing Held Critical,” Aviatiop Week and Space Technoiogy, 3 March
1973.p. nammmmmm“mm rth Yiotoan, p. 4 Kissinger, Xhile

pp. 1417, 1445-46; Nixon, RN, 2: 231; Capiain (USN)H.E. Rutlod;o “A POW

View of Linebacker 1, m&mwulmmm 115 (Septerder 1977), .
20; Horz, p. 19; Joseph Alsop, "Hanoi's Strategy Chunged,” The Washingtoa Post, 24

January 1973,
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that the United States sign the October agresmeat without further delsy. Vice Forsiga
Minister Nguyea Co Thatch, North Vietnam's representstive to the technical
discussions accompanying Kissinger's private sessions, provided Hanoi's first reactica
to the bomhing. Kissinger termed Thatch's 20 December thres-day adjourament of
taiks "a minimum gesture under the circumsiances.” Nguyere Minh Vy's 21 December
denuncis.ion of the raids at the public discussions also inciuded & promise to reaevw
talks on the 28th. Arriving in Washington on 26 December, Hanoi's call for a
resumption of the Kisziager-Tho sessions prompted the Nationsl Security Advisor to
comnent: “Ve had pot heard suck ¢ polite tone from the North Vietaamese since the
middle of October.” Nixon answered on the 27th with his conditions for a return to
pegotiations. The Politburo's acceptance arrived in Washingion in 24 hours--"an
amazing feat.” Kissinger noted, "considering the time ne2ded for transmission to aad
from Paris and the timo differences.”34

While Hanoi's willingness to negotiate did not necesssrily indicate a Gesire
for an agresmeni, Norihera acilons in Parls revealsd s commitmentic end the war At
the 2 January techaical session, State Department representative William Sullivan
remarked that the Nosthern delegation “dia not comport itself like s victorious outfit
which had just defested the U. S. Strategic Air Force™ Le Duc Tho grandiloquenily
announced after arriving in Paris that he wouid make & final offort for & rapid
seitloment, & stalement thet Xissinger thought acknowiedged Nizon's negolisting
conditions. Yet the Natiouizl Security Advisor relsied that his meeisng wich Tho on the
8th did not occur in the most cordial stmosphere. Tho bared his true intenticas the
nest dsy. Ee toid Kissingar thai

in order to prove our ssriousness and good wiil to find & rapid solution,
we should adequstely take into account each other's atiitude. Naturally,

54*North Vietnam's Statements on the Pacis Taiks, December 17 and 21, 1972, in Herz, p.
84: Kissio ger, White flouse Yesrs pp. 1457-39.
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there should be mutual concessions aad there should be reciprocity. If
one keaps one’s own siand then no settlement is possible 33

TcKissinger, "it quickly became apparent that Tho had come to settle.” The
Nortborn delegate accepied the 23 November draft agreement, including the 12
concessions withdrawn in December. Tho further recognized Kissinger's stricter
definition of the DMZ. By 13 Jenuary tha techaical advisors had completed the accord's
text, and Nixoa scheduled a halt to all bombing for the 15th. Reflecting on Hanoi's
Jacusry motives, the National Security Advisor concluded: "It was & niessure of the
extremity in vhich Hanoi found itseif that it felt it could not wait for the zimosi certain
aid cutoff and proceeded with the negotistions."36

Ir. deciding to settle, Hanoi abandoned its aitempt to score a belated success
over the United States, but it did not surrender the geal of unifying Vietnam. The
Politburo gambled thet Nizon's commitment to "honor” prevented him from discarding
many of Thieu's demands, and that the President's fear of public and Congrestional
denuncistion forestalled a massive military response. The bid failed. Nizon answered
Le Duc Tho's stalling with Linebacker 1! on 18 December. Soon afterwards, Hanoi
learned of the President's ultimstum to Thieu37 By 29 December the North fisd
exhausted its SAM supply, making further defense impossible. Linebacker's pum-
malling compelled the Politburo to negotiste, the only option that Nixon offered to
continued atiscks. Threaisning to renew Linebucker if the Communists again proved
iptrensigent, the President increased bombing below tho 20th parsliel. Jenusry
bomber offorts xgainst Giap's bettered army jusaped from 33 sicikes s day to 50.38

33Kissinger, Yhite House Years pp. 1461-63; Kissinger, "Agreemeri on Eading the War
sad Restoring Peace in Vietnam: Navs Conference, 24 January 1973," p. 69.
36issinger, White House Years pp. 1451, §%63-64.

S7Nixon wrote: “There was no doubt thai the Communiss hed infilicated the Saigon

g verament.” Ses RN, 2: 245

38 pohnson interview, 3 Aprit 1973, p. 23.
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Hanoi could ill-afford destruction of those forces that provided a base for
future eotivity in the South. A negotisted sgreement, however, prssentod the Politburo
with tiree advantages. First and most important, a seitlement would end American
involvement, sad the North could return to Truoog Chinh's protracted war policy
without interruption. Mesnwhile, Congress might st..i curtsil Ssigoa's fuading.
Second, sn eccord would “legally” permit Hanoi io maintain troops in the South.
Finally, sa sgresment wonld involve minimat loss of face. Knowing that Nixon pisuned
to settle regardiess of Thieu's intenticns, Nerthere tesders felt that they would concede
nothing to Saigen Ly signing sa sccord. Hanoi's major concessions rsmaincd Lthose
surrendered to Kissinger in October, and the Politburo perceived that Thieu had
minimal impact on the Japuary tarms.

At his 24 Jsausry news conference, Kissinger voiced approval of the
agreement. "It is clesr,” he commenied, "there is no legal way by which North Vietnam
can use military force sgainst South Vietaam." The Natiopal Security Advisor then
added: "Now, whether that iz dne to the fact thare are tvc zones temporarily divided by
a provisional demarcation line or becau s North Vieinam is & foreign country with
relstion to South Vistaam--that !s sn issue which we have avoided making explicit in
the ogreement, and in which ambiguity has its merits™>9 1o all likelihood the
Politburo concurred.

Besides contributing t7 Fsnoi's acceptance of Nixon's ierms, Linebacker 11
spurred Thieu's epdorsoment ol the January agreement. His upproval did not come
sssily. Asserting that he couid not accept Northern troops in the Seuth, Thiey rejected
the mid-December uitimatum carried by Haig. Nixon believed that & break yith the
Southern leader was justifiable, vet he hesitated to take such a siop. "I was stil!

reluctant to ellow our annoyaacy with him to lead us to do aaything that might bring

39K issir gor, "Agrecment op Ending the War ard Restorin g Peace in Vistnam: News
Conference, 24 January 1973, ».71.
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about Communist domination of South Vietnam ™ the President ister explsined. On 5
January he again vrote Thieu, emphasizing that Ranoi's acceptance of the 15 Decembei
propossl would produce s setilement. Nixon warned thsl many Congressmen, angered
by Lineoacker II, vould vote to stop Saigon's fuading if Thieu spurned an accord. The
President ended by reiterating his November pledge: "Should you decide, as I Lrust you
wiil, to go with us, you have my sssuiance of conlinued assistance in the post-
settioment period snd that we vill respond with full force should the ssttlement be
violsted by North Vietaem." Thieu's7 january repiy was noncomanitial 50
Yith the agreement's text completed, Nixon sent Haig to Ssigon on 14

Januery in a final atampt to gain Thied'sapproval. The general delivered a jetter from
the President that stated:

1 have . . . irrevocably decided to proceed to initial the Agreement on

Jaauary 23, 1973 and to sign it on January 27, 1973 in Paris. 1 will do s,

if necessary, alone. Ip that case I shall have to explain publicly that

your Government cbstructs peace. The resuli will be an inevitable and

immediate termination of U. S. economic and military assistance which

cannot be forestalied by a change of personnel in your government 6!
Arguing for Thieu's consent, the President again promised to react strongly if the
North Vietnsmess viclated the agreement. On 17 Jaauary Thieu requested an additionai
negoliating session to secure changes. Nixon replied that further changes were

imapossible and demanded s final response from Thieu by the morning of 20 Janvary.
On that day the South Vietnamese President dispstched Foreign Minister Tram Van Lam

to Paris to participsts in tho nogotiations. Kissinger deemed this measure "s fice-

: saving formuls” indicatiag consent for the egroament 62
Thieu's stailing resuited more from a dusire o salvage prestige than from
opposition to an accord. He had told his military chiefs in November to prepare for &
sase-fire by Christmes Haig departed Saigon in thai month convinced Thiou knew

60Nison, BN, 2: 245-46; Kissinger. White House Years, pp. 1459-62.
6!Kissinger, White House Yours p. 1489.
621bid.. p. 1470.
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that total iptransigence would lead 1o & loss of aid. The Southern leades rewlized that
Nizon would not seek an sgreoment significantly improved over the October draft,
sithough be almo understood that Nixon's commitment te ‘hopor” prevenied the
President from forsaking Saigon until the last possible moment. Similarly, Thieu's
desire to de.ionstealts independence preciuded an early acceptance of Nixoa's teras.
Linebacker I1 gave credibility to both the promise of contirued American support and
Nixon's willingness to use air power to upnoid sn agreement. The campaign further
sparked a Congressionsal furor to end the war. Regardiess of whether Congress would
have ended Saigon's funding had Linebacker II not occurred, the uproar csused by the
csmpaign made the termination of funds & virtual certsiaty if Thieu rejectsd a
nogotisted settiement. The Southern lesder could not risk losing the backing that he
considered essential for survival. Thus, Thieu acquiesced to the accord, but not before
Nixon's desdiine 63

American civil and military leaders viewed Linebacker I as 8 successful
application of military force. “The bombing had done its job.” Nixon lster remarked.
Kissir:ger asserted that the sir campaign “speedes the end of the war,” sdding “even in
retrospect I can think of no othesr measure that wot:ld have.” Many leaders believed
that Linebacker 11 vindicated not only strategic bombing as s political tool but also the
tenets of Air Force bombing doctrine. Senator Barry Goldwater announced in February
1573: “Lot us hope that the stratsgic bombing lesson of the 12 days in December does
not escape us 5 we plan for the future. Airpower, specifically strategic airpower, can
be decisive when applied against strategic targets--indusirial and military--in the
heartland of the enemy regardless of the size of the nstiva” Admirsl Moorer
concurred, contending that “sirpower, givea iis day in court after almost 8 dscade of
frustretion, confirmed its effectiveness as an instrument of national power -in jusi

nine and a half flying days" SAC generals Meyer and Johnson sharsd Moorer’s

63Nixon, RN, 2: 2¢2-23; Kissinger, White House Yesss. pp. 1467-70.
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opinion, as did 7th Air Force's General Yogt. Many air commanders likened Linebsacker
I1 to the Join’ Chiefs' 94-target p'sa and concluded that such an effori in the spring of
1963 would have won the war.64

The conviction that air power played the dscisive role in gaining an
agreemeat perneated the Air Force. Commande:s cited crew member participation in
Linebacker II o officer effeciiveness rep«its. A recommendstion from the 474th
Tactica! Fighter Wing for s Presidential Unit Citation strossed the F-111 wiag's
contribution to the campaign. The 30 June 1973 request stated: “They {sircrews! at-
tacked vital targets in the enemy heartland, and were subjecied to some of the mest
concentrated anti-aircraft defenses faced by US strike forces. Their efforts have di-
rectly sssisted in securing peace 7ith honor in Southeast Asis.” Major Bodenheimer,
who viewed the assault from 8th Air Force Headcuarters, meintiined thet Linebacker 11
“was Lhe single, most important action in the Vietnam campaign whicix convinced the
North Vietnamese that ihey should negotiate.” Major Ciark feit that the operation in
which he flew “was somethin g that had been iong oversdue, because ia an 1i-day perioC
we brought their [North Vietnem's] civilization . . . (o & grinding, scresching hali.”
Clark did not, however, think that Linebacker 1I gaines “peace ¥ith h~nor.” “There
was no vay we could do that" he argued. "The fact that we reirected aullifies the

words .65

64Nixon, Rl 2: 259; Kissinger, Yhite House Years p. 1461; Barry Goldwater, “Air Power
in Southesst Asis,” Congreszional Record--Senate. 119, part 5 (26 February 1973).p.
5346; "V hat Admiral Moorer Really Said sbout Airpower’s Effectiveness in SEA,” Air
Fosce, November 1973, p. 25; Howsrd Silber, “SAC Chief: B-52s Devastated Viei Air
Defenses,” Omahs ¥World Hereld, 23 February 1973; Johnsor interview, 3 April 1973, pp.
11-13; Vogt interview, 3-9 interview, 8-9 Augusi 1978, p. 69; Sharp, pp. 252, 235, 272,
William ¥. Momyer, Air Power in Three ¥Wars (Washington: US Government Printing
Office, 1978), p. 339.

65"Recommendation for Award of the Presidential Usit Citation to the 474th Tactical

Fighter Wing, 30 June 1973," Depariment of Ai
ions i ; . AFHRC, file number K168.06-
227; Bodenheimer interview, 7 january 1983; Clark interview, 6 January 1983,
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Hixon disagreed with Clark's assessment and polated o the provisions of the
Jaauary sccerd. The osttiement ended the United Sistes' direct involvesaent in the war
--a primary goal since Johprca's 31 March 1968 bombing curtsiiment--and geined the
reture. of Americen prisoners. Deapite Sir Robert Thompsoa's charge thar after
Linebacker 11 the Ncrth Vietaamese "would have taken any terms,” 6 Nixon's political
goals during ke Jaruary negoiiations were ilic same as his oijectives before the
campaign. The Presideat beileved thet Lipebacker 11 heiped achieve thoso sims. By
highlighting the Congressional furor created by the borabing, he shrewdly used his
negative political odjective o secure Thieu's support.  Moreover, the campsign
improved South Visinam's chauces jor survival as an independent, non-Commuaist
state. That survival rested on Asmsricsn support, and, if necessary, the reapplication of
air power. Commented Xissinger:
We hzd ao iMusions about Hanol's loag term goals. Nor did we go
through tite sgony of four years of war and searing negotiations simply
to achieve s "decent interval® for our withdrawal. W3 were determined
ta do our utesoet to anghle Ssigon to grow ip stcurily and prosparity so
Lhat it couid prevail in 20y political struggle. We sought not an iaterval
before colispse, but lasting geace with hogor.67
The Linebacker campeigns sssured thet Hanoi wzuld not soon sttempt major military
opers’iurs aad thus permitiad Vistnamization to strengthen the Southern army without
interferonce. Niwog also thought that Liasebecker boosad American prestige by
demorcsirating the Uniled States’ resolve to defand an ally.
Nixoa's willingaose o defonc Suuih Vietass aflsr Linokackur was nevsr
tesiad. When Gisp's army croshed across the DMZ in March 1973, Nizon wes ao kager
Prosidunt sad Coagrass preciuded & military respossse. The peacs tbat Linebacker

helped gain proved dut e inlerval.

S8Robert Thos poon is the Lewons of Vietoas, eds. W Scott Thosapson and Donaidsor D.
rrizzell (New fork: Crane, Russak, and Company, 1977), p. 105.

67X issinger, Thite Fouse Years, p. 1470.




CHAPTER VII
EPILOGUE

The first, the supreme. the most far-reaching act of judgmeat that the
statesman and commander have to make is [rightly to undcrstand] the
kind of war on which they are embarking, neither mistaking it for, nor
trying to turn it into, something that is alien to its nature. This is the
first of all strategic questions and the most comprehensive.

Carl von Clausewitz’

Strategic serospace offense cbjectives are to neutralize or destroy an
enemy's War-sustsining capabilities or will to fight. Aerospace forces
may conduct strategic aerospace offense actions, at all levels of conflict,

through the systematic application of force to & selected series of vital
targets.

Air Force Manual 1-1, 16 March 198¢°

The air campaigns against North Vietnam differed in their effectivoness as
instruments of national policy, and the political cbjectives guiding the offensives
contributed to the Cisparity of resuits. President Lyndon Johnson turned tc sir power
to help achieve his positive goal of sn indenendent, stable, non-Communist South
Vietnam. At the same time, his negative objectives--to prevent a Third World War and
to keep both domestic and worid public attention focuced sway from Vietnam--limited
Rolling Thunder. Johnson telieved that carefully-controlled bombing would
ultimately compel Hanoi to end the war by making it too costly. Yet many of his
advisors, who had s significant impact on Rolling Thunder's development, viewed

bombing ss & compromise means to achieve disparate ends. Ou the eve of the first

ICarl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. and ed. Michsel Howard and Peter J. Paret
{Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975), pp. 88-89.

2Air Force Manual 1-1, 16 March 1984, p. 3-2.
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Rolling Thunder mission, National Securicy Adviscr Mioeorge Bundy argued that
bombing would bolister South Vietnamese morele; Ambassador Maxwell Taylor asserted
that it would break Hanoi's will to fight; Secretary of State Dean Rusk maintained that it
would secure bargsining leverage; and Secretary of Defense Rchert S. McNamara
conterded that it would convey America's political resolve to Hanoi. Additional reasons |

for bombing appeared once the campaign hegan.

President Richard Nixon's objectives in Vietnam were different ikan his
predecessor's. Nixon's positive political goal was an American withdrawal that did not
abandon the South to an imminent Communist takeover, and that sim was easier to

attain than a stable South capable of independenily preserving its existence. Even

afier he decided to court Southern President Nguyen Van Thieu, Nixon's positive goals
remained more limited than Jonnson's. Nixon's chief counselor on Vietnam, National
, Security Advisor Henry Kissinger, agreed that bombing was necessary Lo secure these
objectives, and the Presidect did not allow other advisors to influeuce the Linebacker

campaigns. Negative goals had a marginal impact on Nixon's application of air power.

His detente with the Chinese and Soviets removed the throat of an expanded conflict,

aand the success of the Moscow summit, the continued departure v American groued

troops, and the biatant nsature of the Easter Offensive assurcd him of publi - support for
Linebacker 1. Alihough he took pains to keep that backing, he possessed a large
measure of freedom i) intensify the bombing. By Decenaber 19/ one primary negative
aim--to end the war before the return of Congress--limited his application of air power,
and he made use of that goal to heighten Linebacker IJ's eifect nn Thieu.

In the fina! analysis, Nixon's bombing was more effective than johason's
because it was more threatening tc North Vietnam's vital concerns. The lack of nega-
tive objectives allowed Nixon to expand the bombing uantil it threatened o wreck

Hano!i's capability to fight by rendering its army impotent. Yet ic assume that a Rolliag
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conflict is te misundersiand hoth the nature of the Vietnam War prior to the 1968 Tet
Offensive and the fundainental tenets of American strategic bombing doctrine.

! Before the Tet Offensive, the Southern war was a guerrilla conflict. Viet
1 Cong upits composed five-sixths of the Communist army and intermingled with the

local populace. Together with North Vietnamese troops, they fought an average of one

day in 30. The infrequency of combat produced external supply needs of only 34 tons of

materiel daily, and no amount of bombing could stop this meager amount from

c g e S

reaching the South. In truth, Rolling Thunder could have affected Northern war-
making capacity only by attacking two targets: people and food. The destruction of

either Northern population centers or its agricultural system would have had a

P P KA

minimal impact on the war in the South, however. Whereas the threatened destruction

of these targets during the Korean War had helpec produce peace in 1933, Vieinam
differed significaaily from the earlier conflict. President Dwight Eisenhower's threat
of nuclear holocaust was effective because it portended defeat for the Communists
fighting in Korea; the prospsc. of North Vietnam's rvin did not guarantee a South
Vietnames: victory. Had bombing raised the threstiold of pain sufficieatly so that
Hanoi stopped backing the Viet Cong and ordered an end to the insurgency, the Viet
Cong coutd still have refused to comply with Hanoi's wishes; the cessalion of Northern
support was no guaraniee tha Saigon could survive against the Viet Cong.

While the absence of negative politicsl aims in 1965 would have generated
an air campaign without political controls, the air chiefs' doctrinal and moral beliefs
would have likely preveated unrestrained bombing. As a result of Air Corps Tactical
School training, World War 11 experience, and postwar planning, air chiefs believed
that by attacking an enemy's ecenomic vital centers they could destroy its war-making
capability, which would in turn preduci the loss of social cohesion and will to fight.
The emphesis on wrecking industry persisted throughout Rolling Thunder.

Underlying this doctrinal conviction were moral reservations about killing civilians.
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Although air leaders in World War 11 and Korea had begun direct attacks on morale,
they had done so refuctanuly, and only afier atlacks on capability failed to yield the
desired results. In all cases, their attacks on will had come against targets also having a
military value. The same was true in Vietnam. Despite the postwar claims of many air
chiefs that they would have flattened Hanoi if given the opportuaity, such assertions
lack credibility. Historian Ronald Schaffer's observation that American air
commanders in World War II "based military decisions at least partly on moral
concerns” is 8 valid conclusion regarding air leaders in Vietnam as well3 In all

likelihood, the moral inhibitions of commanders will limit future American air

offensives.

Nixon's Linebacker campaigns were effective political instruments not only
because they lacked stringent political coatrals but also because the war’s nsture
changed in 1972. After the Viet Cong's mauling in the 1968 Tet Offensive, the North
Vietnamese Army was the caly military force capable of achieving the Politburo’s goal
of unification. Northern leaders strengthened that force for a massive iavasion that
they believed would overwhelm the South. In contrast to the stagnant conventional
war in Korea from 1951 to 1933, in which bombing was of marginal utility, Hanoi's
Easter Offencive was an all-out, conventional assauit that made its army vulnerable to
gir power. For the first time in Vietnam, bombing conformed to Clausewitz's "principle
of polarity”: it attacked an objective that was essential for a Communist victory.
Doctrine and morality, Rolling Thunder's two most significant military controls, now
suited the conflict. In addition, laser-guided munitions eahanced hombing efficiency,
and the Easter Offeasive came just before the peak period of favorable flying weather.

As lonz as Hanoi waged an unrestrained conventional war, Linebacker threatened

3Ronald Schaffer, Wings of " 1gment: Americao Pombing i World War LI (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1985), p. xi. 1disagree, however, with Schaffer's contention
that "moral constraints almost invariably bowed to what people described as military

necessity. . ." (p. xii)
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much more than the North's ability to win; it also jecpardized the North's ability to
defend jtse'f.

Despite the differences in the war in 1963 and 1972, many air chiefs have
viewed the conflict as a single entity in which both its nature and American objectives
remained constant. Yhen asked in july 1986 if the United States could have won in
Vietnam, retired General Curtis LeMxy answered, "In any two-week period you want to
mention." He elaborated:

You can remember what went on at the end, when the B-32s finally went

up north and startad to bomb up there. They bombed for about seven

days, and the white flag pracrically went up. President Nixon stopped it

right there to get our people out. Four or five more days would have

eaded the whole thing, but I think he was so disgusted und fed up with

the opposition of the American people that he decided to just get the nell

out of here, and that was jt.4
LeMay's perception of Vietnam mirrors that of Admiral®'.S. Grant Sharp and Air Force
General William W. Momyer in their postwar exsminations of the air campaigns against
the North.5 It also reflects that of retired Army Colonel Harry G. Summers, Jr. in 0g
strategy: A Critical Anelysss of the Vietaam War® Summers asserts that the conflict
became a conveational war when the North Vietnamese began sending troops south ir
1964, and that the United States should have focused totally on destroying Hanoi's
capacity to fight. He believes th+t tte North Vietnamese, not the Viet Cong, were the
primary enumy, yet he omits the numbor of Viet Cong troops in the South prior to 1968.
His answer to America's failure is thai gore force was necessary sooper to wreck

Hanoi's war-making capability. While Summers focuses on ground combat, many air

1Interview of Curtis LeMay by Mary-Ann Bendel, priated in USA Today, 23 July 1986, ».
9A.

5U.S.Grant Sharp, Strategy for Defeat: Vietnam in Retrospect (San Rafael, CA: Presidio
Press, 1978); William W. Momyer, Air Pywer ip shiree Wars (Washington: U. S.
Goverament Printing Office, 1678).

6H&rry G.Summers, Jr., On Strategy: A Critical Analysis of the Vietnam War (Novato,
CA: Presidio Press, 1982).
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commanders accept his view of the war. His bock is a text at both the Air Force's Air

Command aad Staff Coliege and the Air War College.
Reinforcing the conviction that the war was homogeneous is sn almost
universal Air Force perception that political controls prevented air power from

displaying its effectiveness uetil December 1972. An August 1986 article on Vietnam in

Air Force magszine, the publication of the Air Force Association, contained the

T~

- Xl

following introduction:

1n mid-i954, Air Force and Navy sirmen hegan fighting for approval
of & large-scale air campaign sagainst strategic targets in North Vietnam
in order to end the war quickly. But timorous military amateurs who
were setting policy in Washington both fes-ed unlikely Chinese
intervention and believed that close support of ground forces was the
way to victory. It was not until eight years, thousands of lives, and
billions of doliars later that a major (ir campaign in the North--
Linebacker II--was approved, leading to 8 “ease fire in eleven days.’

- -

-

-~

by

This commentary not only implies that victory would have resulted from executing the
Joint Chiefs' 94-target scheme, but that the President gshould have given military
leaders free rein to apply air power as they saw fit. Sharp makes precisely this poiat in
his account of the sir wa: . "Our sir power did not fail us;" he proclaims,it was the
decision makers. . . . Just as 7 believe unequivocally that tre civilian suthority is
supreme under our Constitution, so I hold it reasonable that, once commitied, the
political lead:rshiy should seek, and in the main, heed the sadvice of the military
professionals in the conduct of military operstions.”8 Like the majority of Vietnam air
chiefs, Sharp participated in World War 11, and that conflict has colored his thoughts--
and those of maay othors--on Vistnam. Many air leaders continue to see unconditional
surrender as the proper objective in war. “Once you're in & war, or you've maue the
decision to use military force to solve your problems, then you ought to use it," LeMay

reiterated in 19869 The current edition of Air Force Manual 1-1, Basic Doctrine,

7John L. Frisbee, "Prac: & of Professionalism,” Air Force, August 1986, p. 113.
8Sharp, p. yvii.
9LeMay interview, USA Today.
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\ stresses the perceived need for unbridied air power by quoting Italian Air Marshal

Giulio Deuhet: "The employment of land, ses, and air fo~ces in time of war shouid be

directed towards one single aim: VICTORY. ... The commaander|s] of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force should be given the grcatest freedom of action in their respective
sphere. . 10

Because most air chiefs think that political limitations prevented air power
from gaining a victory in Vietnam, \hey have not revamped the fundamentals of
strategic bombing doctrine. Their unspozen belief is that since Linebacker I1
demonstrated bombing effectiveness, political leaders must realize that bombing can
win limited wars if unhampered by poliiical controls. Yet most fail to understand that
the "Eleven Day War” was 8 unique campaign for very limited ends, and its success
stemmed from the destruction wrought by the previous Linebacker, Nixen's masterful
diplomscy, and North Vietnamese fears that continued bomving would paralyze the
army with which they persisted in waging a conventional war to gain territory.
insiead of noting ihe poiariiy creaied by boih Linebackers, air ieiﬁei;s point to Rolling
Thunder as an example of how disregarding such principles of war as mass aad
surprise can lead to failure. Manual 1-1 states: "Aerospace doctrine flows from these
principles and provides mutually accepted and officially sanctioned guidelines to the

application of these principles in warfare."!! Chief among these "guidelines” is the

notion that destroying ¢ “selected series of vital targets” wjll result in the loss of ap
enemy's war-making capacity or will to fight. Vital targets include, sccording to
Manual {-1, "concentrations of uncommitted elements of enemy armed forces, strategic
weapon systems, command centers, communications facilities, manufacturing systems,
sources of raw materisl, critical material stockpiles, power systems, transportation

systems, and Xey agricultural areas."!2 Six of these ten targets are components of 8

10Air Force Manual 1-1, 16 March 1984, p. 2-1.
Hibid. p.2-5.
12]bid ., p. 3-2.
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nation's industris! apparsus, while three are components of its military establishmant.
Although agriculture is listed, past compaigns demonsirsie Lhat air chiefs would
probably avoid attacks producing widespread starvation. The conviciion that the
manufacture and distribution of goods are the keys to war-fighting capability and will
remains firmly placted as & cornerstone of Air Force thinking.

Air power was inetfective throughout the johnson era of the Vietaam Wer
because hoth civilian and military leaders possessed preconceived ideas that affected its
spplication. Much like Europesn political and military ‘eaders in 1914, Americaa
officials in Vietnsm encountered a war that differed from experience and ezpects. lons.
Having reached political maturity in the atmosphere of the fold War and witnessed
Chinesc jatervention in Korea, Jehnson and his advisors could not avoid a cautious
approach to escalation in Vietnam. In addition, they had seen a Soviel retreat in Cuba
that stemmed frcm the rhreat of sir power, and they believed that a simifar threat in
Vietnam would ultimately dster Northern aggression. Air leaders thought thal air
power, applicd against aa cacmy's war-making capability, could make 2--if gut the--
xey contribution to victory. Asa result cf these perceptions, Johnson and his advisors
never defined a clear military objective for air pow 'r, and the objective that air chiefs
themselves defined did not mesh with the President's political goals or the »awre of the
war. That prewar thinking had such a signil’cant impact on Rolling Thunder is in
retrospect regrettable, but understandable, given the intensity of the beliefs.

Difficult to fathom is the air chiefs lingering conviciion that their doctrine
was right throughout Vietaam--and that it is right for the future. "Airpower can be
strategically decisive if its application is intense, continuous, and focused on the
enemy's vital systems,” Momyer concludes in his analysis of Americaz air operations
since 1941.13 Unlike genersts after World War I, post-Vietnam air commanders have

advocaied no sweeping doctrinal changes. They parade Linebacker II as proof that

13Momyer, p. 339.
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bombing will work in limited war, and they dismiss the notion that too much force
could trigger auclear devastation. Yet no matler hov remote the threat of auclear war,
American political leaders must respect that threat if fighting an enemy wilh
superpover backing. Vietnam's political controls were no anomalies; Hiroshima has
made them a standard feature of war in the modern era. For the Air Force, the guerrilis
struagle during most of the Vietaam War was an unacknowiedged anomaly that may
well reappear. If it does, military controls would likely again 1imit air power's efficacy

as & political tool. Bombing doctrine remains geared to a fast-paced conventional war,

and the conviction that such doctrine is appropriate for any kind of conflict permeates

the service. Until air commanders and civilian officials slike realize Lhat air power is

T W W . .

unlikely to provide either "cheapness” or "victory" in a guerrilla war--and that success

in such a conflict may well equate to stalemate--the prospect of an acrial Verdun will

-

endure.
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